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Observations. 



The times, for which God raised up S. Athana- 
sius, have, in many respects, a counterpart in our 
own. There is, now too, earnest, ever-enlarging, 
adherence to the faith, in those who hold it. But 
there is also a wide-spread dislike of definite doc- 
trine, such as found a vent in the different shades 
of Arianism. They framed eleven Creeds, to satisfy 
themselves or others, over-against the one faith, 
put forth at Nicaaa and accepted by the whole 
Church. They swung to and fro, at times approxi- 
mating nearer to the truth ; but their secret maxim, 
unknown to themselves, was, * anything but the 
Truth.' 

The human mind, in matters of faith as well as 
practice, hates restraint. Revelation has disclosures 
of Divine truth which man's intellect may search 
out in adoring love, while it can never fathom the 
depth of the riches of the wisdom and knowledge 
of God. Still, it is a restraint. It is a promise of 
the Gospel, " * Thine ears shall hear a word behind 
thee, saying, This is the way, walk ye in it, when 
ye turn to the right hand, and when ye turn to 
the left." So then to those, who do not openly 
break with it, yet still cling to their own individual 
conceptions of God, there are the old Semi-Arian 

" Is. XXX. 21. 
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temptations to take so much of it as will satisfy their 

consciences in parting with the rest. The world is 

in one wide rebellion; speaking, in the Name of 

God, against truths of God; setting His Infinite 

Love against His aweful Holiness, and renewing 

the Serpent's question, "Hath God indeed said?'* 

With the Serpent too, it misrepresents what God 

did say. 

So far, *The Prophet of Truth's Creed ^' five 

times banished for the truth's sake, at other times, 

compelled, like Elijah, to flee for his life, hiding in 

dens and caves of the earth, hunted by those who 

sought it, says, in all which he does say ; 

" One only way to life : 
One Faith, delivered once for all ^.^^ 

But S. Athanasius speaks more nearly to us, who 
would defend that faith. Wide as differences now 
are, the adherence to the maxims and principles 
of S. Athanasius may prevent their being wider, 
or may win many to the whole truth. It is a great 
step to understand one another. * ^ S. Athanasius 
looked through words into meanings.' *®One of the 
characteristic points in S. Athanasius/ said Card. 
Newman 40 years ago, ^is his constant attention 
to the sense of doctrine, or the meaning of writers, 
in preference to the words used.' 

S. Athanasius knew that the Nicene Creed con- 
tained " the faith once delivered to the saints ; '' 
that "which they who from the beginning were 
eye-witnesses and ministers of the word" handed 
down to us ; that * ' the Word of the Lord spoken 
through the (Ecumenical Council of Nicaea abideth 

^ Lyra Apostolica. No, 94. Athanasius. 
« Tb. No. 100. Dissent. ^ below p. 11. 

e Nicene Def. p. 17. note m. ' Ad Afr. § 2 ; below p. 26, 
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for ever ; * that the Arians worshipped a different 
God from the true God » ; that those who worship- 
ped a different God were not really Christians ** ; 
that for an Arian to worship Christ was an act of 
idolatry \ 

Still, neither in his own defences of the truth 
against Arianism does he put forward the word 
which specially condemns it, nor does he require it 
of those who were finding their way back to the 
faith. 

The Church could not have dropped the word 
*homoousios ' without forfeiting the faith. There 
was nothing to induce her to abandon this state- 
ment of the truth, if she still held the truth itself. 
Arianizers or Semi- Arians, who in their various 
Creeds tried to displace it, did hold a different 
faith. Still, there was no occasion to put in the 
front just the word, against which minds were most 
set. S. Cyril of Jerusalem, we all know, never used 
it in his Catechetical lectures, but a term *like in 
all things '^,' which at first sight suggests too much 
and too little; too much, because the Father is 
the Father, and the Son is the Son; too little, 

« * They do not believe the God that is, and there is none other 
but He.' adv. Serapion. iv. 6. 

^ * They who call these men [Arians] Christians are in great 
and grievous error, as neither having studied Scripture, nor un- 
derstanding Christianity at all, and the faith which it contains.' 
Ag. Arians i. 1. p. 179. 0. T. *How can they be any longer 
Christians, since they conceive of a different God from the exist- 
ing God?' (Ad Epict. n. 9 ; below p. 56.) 

**Who told them, after abandoning the worship of creatures, 
after all to draw near and worship a creature and a work ? ' Orat. 
i § 5. p. 191. Oxf. Tr. Add Orat. ii. § 14. p. 301 O.T., Letter to 
Eg. Lib. § 4 (Hist. Tr. p. 129), § 13. (lb. p. 141.) Letter to 
Adelph. (below p. 63, and note g ib.) 

^ Kara ndvra or cv ttoxtw 6fiou)v Catech. iv. 7 ; xi. 4 and 10. 
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because we use the word * like,' of things which 
have a separate existence. Yet one^ who had made 
S. Athanasius one of his almost life-long studies 
says; 

" He introduces the word, I think, only once into his 
three celebrated Orations, and then rather in a formal 
statement of doctrine than in the flow of his discussion, 
viz. Orat. i. 4. [3.] Twice he gives utterance to it in 
the Collection of Notes which make up what is called 
his fourth Oration (Orat. iv. 9. 12.) [pp. 523, 527. O.T.] 
We find it indeed in his de Decreiis Nic. Cone, and his 
de Synodis; but there it constitutes his direct subject, 
and he discusses it, in order, when challenged, to defend 
it. And in his work against ApoUinaris he says, ofio- 
ovaio^ fj rpia^y i. 9. [below p. 96.] But there are passages 
of his Orations, in which he omits it, when it was the 
natural word to use ; vid, the notes on Orat. i. 20, 21, 
[p. 210. O.T.] and 58/». [p. 264. lb.] Moreover the 
word does not occur in the Catecheses of S. Cyril of 
Jerusalem, A. D. 347, nor in the recantation made be- 
fore Pope Julius by Ursacius and Valens A. D. 349, nor 
in the cross-questionings to which S. Ambrose subjected 
Palladius and Secundianus A. D. 381." 

*" Indeed no better illustration can be given of that 
intrinsic independence of a fixed terminology which 
belongs to the Catholic Creed, than the writings of 
Athanasius himself, the special Doctor from whom the 
subsequent treatises of Basil, the two Gregories, and 
Cyril are derived. This great author scarcely uses any 
of the scientific phrases which have since been received 
in the Church and have become dogmatic; or if he 
introduces them, it is to give them senses which have 
long been superseded. A good instance of his manner is 
afforded by the long passage, Orat. iii. 30 — 58, which is 
full of theology, with scarcely a dogmatic word. The 
case is the same with his treatment of the Incarnation. 

* Card. Newman, * On S. Cyril's formula of the fxla xfivcrv;. Tracts 
Theol. and Eccl. pp. 291, 292. °» lb. p. 293. 
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No one surely can read his works without being struck 
with the force and exactness with which he lays down 
the outlines and fills up the details of the Catholic 
dogma^ as it has been defined since the controversies 
with Nestorius and Eutyches, who lived in the following 
century 5 yet the word OeoroKo^, which had come down 
to him, like ofioovaio^, by tradition, is nearly the only 
one among those which he uses, which would now be 
recognised as dogmatic/ 

* ** The Encyclical letter of S. Alexander [on the de- 
position of Arius], after S. Athanasius' manner of treat- 
ing of sacred subjects, has hardly one scientific term/ 

Nay, the same writer observes °, that he em- 
ploys more frequently terms employed by the 
Semi-Arians. 

* For some reason, probably from a feeling of charity, 
as judging it best to inculcate first the revealed truth 
itself as a mode of introducing to the faithful and de- 
fending the orthodox symbol, and shewing its meaning 
and its necessity, he uses the phrase ofioio^ xarct irdvra^ 
and ofioiovaio^ more commonly than ofwovaio^: — ^this I 
have noted elsewhere.' 

E. g. ofwux; Karh irdvra. " He Who is in the Father 
and like the Father in all things." Orat. i. § 40. " Being 
the Son of God, He must be like Him.'^ Orat. ii. § 17. 
"The Word is unlike us, and like the Father." Orat. iii. 
§ 20; also i. § 21, 40; ii. § 18, 22. Ep. ^gypt. 17, 

And ofioio<; kut ovaiav, " Unless indeed they give up 
shame, and say that ^ Image ' is not a token of similar 
substance, but His name only." Orat. i. § 21. vid. also 
Orat. i. § 20init.26; iii. § 11,26,67. Syn. §38; Alex. 
Enc. § 2. 

Since such was his own habit, it followed that 
he looked upon the Semi-Arians, as * p much loved * 

" Card. Newman, notes on Select Treatises of S. Athanasius, 
T. ii. p. 3. See (in 1844) S. Ath. Hist. Tracts App. p. 297. 

o Id. lb. T. ii. pp. 433, 434 
P Cone. Arim. et Sel. § 43. p. 141. Ox. Tr. 
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and ^^ brothers/ and says that confessing what 
they did, * they are not far from accepting even 
the phrase, * one in substance,* of whom is Basil of 
Ancyra, in what he has written concerning the 
faith.' They were inconsistent, and S. Athanasius 
looked, so far, to the truth which they held, or their 
approximations to the truth, and looked away from 
their errors which he hoped that they would shake 
off ; and his anticipations were verified '. 

The same moderation was shewn in the terms * 
which he suggested that those at Antioch should 
propose to S. Meletius (whom the Semi-Arians had 
consecrated Bishop of Antioch, but who had joined 
the Church), and in his peace-loving words. 

S. Gregory Nazianzen says in regard to the divi- 
sion about the words 'hypostasis' and *Ousia;' 

'^ ^ He applies to the sickness a medicine of his own. 
How ? By inviting both sides so meekly and lovingly ; 
and examining accurately the meaning of what was said ; 
when he found them to agree and in no wise to differ 
as to the doctrine^ conceding the names, he bound them 
together in the substance. This was more beneficial 

q lb. n. 41. p. 139. 
' S. Ath. Counc. Arim. and Sel. n. 31. p. 127. "Well I know, 
not even under these circumstances will they stop, as many as 
have now dissembled, but they will always be making parties 
against the truth, until they return to themselves and say, * Let 
us rise and go to our fathers, and say unto them. We anathema- 
tize the Arian heresy, and we acknowledge the Nicene Council.' '* 
J. H. N. added in a note, '' He is here anticipating the return into 
the Church of those whom he censures. It is remarkable that 
what Athanasius here predicts was fulfilled to the letter, even of 
the worst of those * hypocrites.' Por Acacius himself, who in 361 
signed the Anomoean Confession above recorded, was one of those 
very men who accepted the Homoiision with an explanation in 
363." 

■ Tom. ad Antioch. see below pp. 12, 13. 
t Orat. xxi. 35, 36. 
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than the long labours and discourses which all now com- 
mit to writing : this" was more valuable than the many 
watchings and lying all night upon the earth ; this was 
worthy of his celebrated banishments and flights." 

Faith, Scripture says, " is the gift of God." The 
faith of S. Athanasius which gave rise to the pro- 
verb *Athanasius against the world,' must have 
been so in an especial degree. His faith was part 
of himself. He did not simply beUeve in it as 
something without him. He ^"^knew the truth.* 
He had received it, as we all have. 

^ ^ Who heard' (he asks) * in his first catechising, that 
God has a Son and has made all things by His proper 
Word, but understood it in that sense in which we now 
mean it ? ' 

And having this faith, he could not but interpret 
Holy Scripture in conformity with it. He held the 
supreme authority of Holy Scripture. 

^y Divine Scripture' (he says) *is of all things most 
suflBcient.' 

**The holy and Divine Scriptures are suflBcient of 
themselves for the preaching of the truth.' 

But Holy Scripture is always interpreted by some 
rule. S. Athanasius says of the Arians, 

^ * They allege the divine oracles and force upon them 
an interpretation according to their private sense.' 

* ^ Laying down their own irreligion as a sort of canon 
of impiety, they wrest the whole of the divine oracles 
into accordance with it.' 

Card. Newman observed, 

^^^ Instead of professing to examine Scripture, or to 

'^ 1 S. John ii. 21 ; 2 S. John 1. 

» Orat. ii. ag. Arians c. 34. p. 328. O.T. 

y ad Ep. Mg, § 4. Hist. Tr. p. 130. O.T. « c. Gentes. init. 

* Orat. i. ag. Arians n. 37. p. 232. O.T. *He who speaketh 

from what is his own speaketh a lie.' c. ApoU. i. fin. below p. 115. 

^ lb. n. 52. p. 256. O.T. « lb. n.o. 
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acquiesce in what they had been taught, the Arians were 
remarkable for insisting on certain abstract positions 
or inferences, on which they made the whole controversy 
turn/ 

And so every heretic took the opinion, which he 
had arbitrarily assumed, and expounded Holy Scrip- 
ture by it. 

^^The Scripture being of itself so deep and profound, 
all men do not understand it in one and the same sense, 
but so many men, so many opinions almost may be ga- 
thered out of it; for Novatian expounds it one way, 
Photinus in another, Sabellius in another, Donatus in 
another. Yet otherwise do Arius, Eunomius, Mace- 
donius expound ; otherwise Photinus, ApoUinaris, Pris- 
cillianus; otherwise, lastly, Nestorius. But then it is 
therefore very necessary, on account of such exceeding 
varieties of such grievous error, that the line of Apos- 
tolic and Prophetic interpretation be guided according 
to the rule of the Ecclesiastical and Catholic sense.^ 

But the faith of S. Athanasius did not depend 
upon particular texts. He does not argue in our 
dry way. He ranges freely through Holy Scripture, 
as his own. He is not tied down to the passages, 
in which our Blessed Lord is called God ; nor is our 
faith. 

It has been spoken of, as a disadvantage to faith, 
that some, entrusted with an important office, have 
thrown a doubt upon texts which speak of our Lord 
as God, so that three only remain, in which, accord- 
ing to them, He is so spoken of ®. One passage of 
God's word is, of course, enough for those who 
believe it to be the * word of God.' But every child 
who has thought of its Baptism, knows that he has 

* Vincent. Comm. 2. quoted Orat. ag. Arians p. 233. n. a. 0. T. 
« Dean Stanley * On the revised Version of the N. T.' in The 
Times, July 20. 1881. 
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been baptised ^ in the Name of the Father and of 
the Son and of the Holy Ghost/ and he would 
know that he had not been baptised * in the Name 
of Almighty God and a creature and an eflBluence,' 
although this would be strange language to him, at 
which, for its strangeness, he could simply stare. 

Every child would answer, that when God was 
about to create man and said, " Let Us make man," 
He was not associating the holy Angels in His own 
proper work of creation, but was speaking within 
Himself '. 

No reverent child would doubt that when our 
Lord said, " I and My Father are One," He spoke 
of a real Oneness, as even the poor Jews under- 
stood Him and accused Him of blasphemy : " Thou, 
being a Man, makest Thyself God." 

S. Athanasius read Holy Scripture according to 
his faith ; but he knew also, that something more 
was necessary, than a mere outward rule would 
supply. * For studying and mastering the Scrip- 
tures,' he says, ^ there is need of a good life and a 
pure soul ^.' 

The acuteness of S. Athanasius, which enabled 
him, while ' not using the Post-Nestorian ^ or Post- 
Eutychian^ Catholic phraseology,' to * anticipate 
both Nestorian and Eutychian heresies ^' was a 
special gift of God. But it was bestowed upon him, 
in addition to that eagle- sight, through another gift, 
his intense and reverent devotion to his Lord. He 

' Petavius (quoted S. Ath. Sel. Treatises p. 120. n.q. O.T.) enu- 
merates the Fathers who think the words addressed 1 ) to the Son, 
2) to the Son and Holy Spirit. 

8 de Incam. n. 57. ^ See Orat. ag. Arians p. 345, g. 0. T. 

» lb. and 480. a. ^ lb. 244. b. 



\" 




xii Observatioris. 

saw, as it were intuitively, what would affect that 
faith. ' *His zeal for the Consubstantiality,' it has 
been well said, * had its root in his loyalty to the 
CoNSUBSTANTiAL.' This we too Can obtain. Faith 
must be a passion, or it will be almost lifeless. For 
" faith worketh by love," and love is the strongest 
of human passions. " This is the victory that over- 
Cometh the world, our faith." Of it, the words of 
our Lord will again be fulfilled ; " The rain descend- 
ed, and the floods came, and the winds blew, and 
beat upon that house, and it fell not ; for it was 
founded upon a Rock." My own acquaintance with 
different forms of unbelief now dates back some 58 
years, and I have known none which did not dash 
itself against the Rock, which is Christ, and so fall 
back. 

For the design, and completion of the translation 
of these Treatises of S. Athanasius, with the care- 
ful and elaborate notes, the remaining Editor is 
indebted to his friend the Rev. Dr. Bright, Regius 
Professor of Ecclesiastical History and Canon of 
Christ Church, whose name will be a guarantee for 
their accuracy. To Almighty God be the thanks, 
Who has thus enriched our literature with eight of 
the later Treatises of our benefactor, S. Athanasius. 

E. B. P. 

Christ Church, Oxford. 
October 21, 1881. 



* Bright's.Hist. of the Church, p. 149. 
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LATER TREATISES 

or 

S. ATHANASIUS, 

ARCHBISHOP OF ALEXANDRIA. 



THE "TOME'* TO THOSE AT ANTIOCH. 

INTRODUCTION. 

When the Emperor Julian issued his decree, recalling the bishops who had 
been expelled from their sees by Constantios, S. Athanasius was in hiding 
among the monasteries of Egypt. He lost no time in returning to Alex- 
andria, and is said to have resumed possession of his church on the 21 st of 
February, 362. One of his first acts was to assemble about seventeen of 
his suflfragans, in order to take counsel for the general interests of the Church, 
and particularly with a view to the distractions at Antioch, where the old 
orthodox party, which had acknowledged no bishop of Antioch since the 
unrighteous deposition of Eustathius in 331, stood aloof from those of their 
brethren in fiiith who, having recognized a line of Arianizing prelates with- 
out sacrffidng their own convictions, now clung loyally to bishop Meletius, 
who, although appointed by Arianizers, had unexpectedly avowed the Ca- 
tholic doctrine, had been in consequence banished, and was included in the 
recent amnesty. The question was, on what terms were the latter to be 
united to the former ? Apart from the case of Antioch, it was important 
to arrive at an agreement as to the treatment of those many bishops who 
had been induced, at the Council of Ariminum or elsewhere, to accept, un- 
der ruthless pressure from the faite emperor's Arianizing government, a 
creed which had seemed to them clear of positive heresy, but which had 
pointedly excluded the Nicene testing-phrase, *' Homoousion,*' or " of one 
essence with the Father,'* and was in fact a specimen of ** Homcean " 
Arianism. Moreover, among the more moderate of the Arians there had 
grown up a new variation of the heresy, that which was afterwards known 
as " Macedonianism," and which represented the Holy Spirit as a '* minis- 
tering spirit" created by the agency of the Son. Another question called 
for adjustment ; the word Hypostasis, used by the Nicene Council in close 
connection with ** Essence," according to which use there could be but 
*' one Hypostasis " in the Godhead, was being employed in a somewhat 
different sense by those Churchmen who had been more or less connected 
with the better Semi-Arians, or whose jealousy of all Sabellianizing tenden- 
cies had been intenufied by the errors attributed to Marcellus, and by the 

B 
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more unequivocal lieterodoxy of his pupil Photinus — so tliat they commonly 
spoke of "three Hypostases," by way of contending for a real Trinity. 
Lastly, two opposite movements of thought had begun to manifest them- 
selves in reference to the mystery of the Incarnation : some were disposed 
to resolve it into the idea of a mere exceptional closeness of communion be- 
tween the Divine Word and a holy man named Jesus : others were speak- 
ing of it in langfuage soon to be known as ApoIIinarian, as if the manhood 
personally assumed by the Word or Son of God did not include a " reasonable 
soul." The little synod now held for the consideration of these points was, 
says Tillemont, " an assembly of saints and confessors." Beside the Egyp- 
tian prelates, it included Asterius of Petra in Arabia, and Eusebius, the ex- 
cellent bishop of Vercellffi in Northern Italy. The latter had requested a 
neighbour prelate of his, who, like himself, had been set free from exile, 
liucifer the metropolitan of Caliaris in Sardinia, to accompany him to 
Alexandria. Unfortunately, as it turned out, Lucifer, a man of impatient 
temperament, full of zeal and courage, but deficient in judgment and for. 
bearance, preferred to go straight to Antioch ; but he sent two deacons to 
represent him at the synod. Paulinus, a presbyter of high character, who 
was at the head of the Eustathian or old Church party at Antioch, sent two 
delegates on his own account : and Apollinaris, the recently elected bishop 
of Laodicea in Sjrria, who was already more than suspected of holding the 
error now linked with his name, the denial of a reasonable soul in the In- 
carnate Saviour, deputed some monks to speak on his behalf. (Tillemont, 
vii. 612.) 
Under these circumstances the Council was held : and after full discussion, the 
following letter, drawn up, no doubt, by its illustrious president, was adopted 
and sent " to those who were," or who soon would be " at Antioch," including 
Lucifer himself, two othex prelates who apparently were with him, and 
Eusebius and Asterius, who intended to follow him. The word ** Tome," 
applied to the letter, was commonly used for a document relating to the doc- 
trine or discipline of the Church, and issued by some high ecclesiastical 
authority. Thus we read of a " tome " sent by a Roman council to the 
'* Easterns," and adopted by a Council of Antioch in 378 (Theodoret v. 9.); 
of a " tome of the Westerns " (perhaps the same) mentioned in canon 5 of 
the Second General Council (ib.); of that Council's own "tome," (Theod. 
1. c); of the "tome" of Proclus of Constantinople, addressed to the Arme- 
nians : and, more celebrated than the rest, of the " tome " of Leo the 
Great, otherwise called his 28th epistle, addressed to Flavian of Constanti- 
nople on the Eutychian controversy. The " tome " of the Alexandrian 
Council is a noble monument of pacific moderation, and of candid and com- 
prehensive equity. See Newman's Arians, c.5. sect. 1. 



THE "TOME" TO THOSE AT ANTIOCH. 



TO OUR BELOVED AND MOST DEAR FELLOW-MINISTERS 
EUSEBIUS% LUCIFER **, ASTERIUS % CYMATIUS ** AND 
ANATOLIUS®; ATHANASIUS, AND THOSE BISHOPS FROM 
ITALY AND ARABIA, EGYPT AND LIBYA, WHO HAP- 
PENED TO BE AT ALEXANDRIA^ EUSEBIUS, ASTERIUS^, 
CAIUS^, AGATHUS, AMMONIUS, «A.GATHODiEMON, DRA- 
CONTIUS, ADELPHIUS, HERMiEON, MARCUS, ZOILUS, 
MENAS, GEORGE, LUCIUS, MACARIUS, AND THE REST, 
SEND FULLEST GREETING IN CHRIST. 

■ Eosebios, a Sardinian by birth, God," ** We must die for the Son of 

became a Reader in the Roman God," Galland. yi. 155. ff. 

Cbmvh (Jerome de Vir. Illustr. 96 :) <^ See e. 10, where Asterius is called 

S. Hilary calls him a man who all Bishop of Petra; and Ath. Apol. c. 

through life had been serving God, Ari. 48, ** Asterius of Arabia." There 

Ad Const, i. 8. He was unanimously is perhaps an error in the text of Hist, 

elected bbhop of Vercellse near Turin, Ari. 18, where a companion of his is 

in '* Cisalpine Gaul," and introduced a called " bishop of Petrse in Palestine." 

monastic discipline among his clergy; He went to the Council of Sardica 

see Ambrose, Epist. 63. Tillemont, with the Arianizers, but came over to 

Mem. vii. 531. At the Council of the Catholics. 

Milan in 355, wherein the Arian par- <* Of Paltum in Coelesyria, c. 10; 

ty was dominant, he stood up for the a confessor (cf. Ath. Hist. Ari. 5.) 

Nicene faith, and was banished to Scy- who died the next year, Tillemont 

thopolis in Palestine, where he was viii. 209. 

cruelly treated by the Arian bishop, * OfEuboea. c. 10. Tillemont identi- 

and thence into Cappadocia, and again fies him with an Anatolius of Beropa, 

into Egypt. See his Eptst. 2, in Gal- who signed a questionable document 

land. Biblioth. Patr. v. 79. He had at a Council of Antioch in 363, Soc. 

now returned from exile, and was pre- iii. 25. 

sent at this Council. ' Eusebius and Asterius, although 

^ Lucifer, metropolitan of Caliaris they joined in sending the letter are 

in Sardinia, Athan. Apoi. de Fuga. 4. also here ranked with those who were 

Hist. Arian, 33, was associated with to receive it, because they would be 

Eusebius in confessorship, and suffer- at Antioch when it was read, 

ed much at Eleutheropolis in Pales- ti Caius (Gr. Tdtos) Ag^thus, Am- 

tine, under the Arian bishop, before monius, Agathodaemon, Dracontius, 

be was removed to the Thebald. Adelphius, ''Hermes," Marcus, are 

Marceilinus and Faustinus, in their named as exiles in Hist. Arian. 73. 

** libellus," say that he was exiled and all but one of them in Apol. de 

four times (Sizmond. Op. i. 147.) He Fuga 7. For their sees and those of 

had been writing vehement tracts the rest see c. 10. Dracontius had 

against Constantius, — ** A Defence of been a monk : on being elected to a 

Athanasius," "On Apostate King^," bishopric, he fled into a hiding place. 

*' We must not agree with heretics," Athanasius wrote to him an extant 

*' We must not spare offenders against letter exhorting him to accept the 

b2 
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4 Prospects of Reunion. 

TOM. AD !• We are persuaded that, as ministers of God and good 
^^^' stewards, you are competent to set in order all the affairs 
of the Church. But since it has come to our ears that 
many who were formerly separated from us by conten- 
tiousness now desire to be at peace, and that many also, 
► having broken off their relations with the Arian fanatics'*, 
aim at communion with us ; we have thought it necessary 
to write to your Kindness what is written by ourselves and 
our beloved Eusebius and Asterius, who are themselves also 
beloved and truly dear fellow-ministers ; rejoicing at such 
tidings, and praying that if any one is still left at a dis- 
tance from us, and if any one is still seen to join with the 
Arians in their meetiings, he may shake himself free of 
"- their madness, so that for the future all men everywhere 
Eph. 4. 5. may say. One Lord^ one faith. For what is so good^ as the 
I**' * Psalmist* said, or so pleasant^ b.s for brethren to dwell to^ 
gether ? Now the Church is our dwelling, and it befits us 
to be of the same mind ; for on that condition we believe 
2 Cor. 6. that the Lord also will dwell with us. He says, I will 
Ps. 132 ^^^^^ ^^ them and walk in them, and. Here will I dwell^for 
15. / have a delight therein. But where is the " here,'' save 

where one faith and religion is preached ? 

2. Well, now, we of Egypt did indeed wish to go with 
our beloved brethren, Eusebius and Asterius, as for many 
reasons, so mainly for this, that we might embrace your 
Affectionateness ^, and enjoy in common such fulness of 
peace and unanimity : but since, as we explained to you in 
our other letters, and as you can learn from our above- 
named fellow-ministers, we are detained by the needs of 
the Church, we regretted it, but still we desired our said 
fellow-ministers, Eusebius and Asterius, to go to you in 

chargfe. He did so, and was exiled, c.ApolHnii. 18. See Athanasian Trea- 

with other Catholic bishops of E^ypt, tises, Lib. Fathers, vol. i. p. 91. note, 

in 356. To Adeiphius the Epistle Similarly he speaks of the ' madness' 

reprinted further on was addressed, of Sabellius, De Sent. Dion. 2Q. Eu- 

about nine years after the council. He sebius of Vercellse uses the word in 

was ag^ain exiled to Diociesarea in his 2nd liCtter : and Epiphanius says^ 

373, and from thence wrote a letter to " The Ariomaniacs are the most im- 

Apoliinaris. pious of all heretics," Ancoratus, 118. 

•» Lit. " Ariomaniacs," a term which » Literally " the Hymn writer." 

S. Athanasius frequently applies to ^ /^itkBiffiv, used in the same sense 

the Arians. So in De Synod. 13, Orat. in Jovian 's letter; also in Athan. ApoU 

c. Arian. 4, and De Sententia Diony- ad Const. 6, Ep. ad Monach. 1. 
sii, 27 ; so below, Ep. ad Adelph. 8. 



% 



Let its basis be the necessary Faith. 5 

our stead. And thanks be to their piety, that although 
they were free to hasten to their own dioceses \ yet on ac- 
count of the urgent needs of the Church, they made it 
their first object to visit you. So, when they agreed to 
go, we consoled ourselves, because we all consider that 
when both you and they are there, we ourselves shall be 
together with you. 

3. Wherefore invite to a meeting with you all who des^ire 
to be at peace with us, and especially those who assemble 
in the Old City"*, and also those who are coming over from 
the Arians; and receive them as fathers would receive 
sons, and welcome them as teachers and guardians might 
do: and unite them to our dear friends, Paulinus and 
those with him, and demand nothing more from them than 
that they anathematize the Arian heresy, and confess the 
faith confessed by the holy fathers at Nicsea, and more- 
over anathematize those who say that the Holy Spirit is 
a creature and is separated from the essence of Christ ° : 
for there is no real abandonment of the abhorred heresv 
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1 Ilapotfcfas, in the ancient sense of the Arian. Soc. ii. 45. Soz. iv.^7. 

the church dwelling in a particular Theod. ii. (S. It arose out of a refusal 

area under the oversight of a bishop,'* to extend tlie Homoiousion from the 

i. e. a diocesan church or diocese: as Son to the Holy Spirit: see Swete*s 

in the Ep. of Ch. of Smyrna on S. Early History of Doctrine of Holy 

Polycarp's death, Euseb. iy. 15. &c. Spirit, p. 51. It was in fact a **8ur. 

» »Ey Tp jcaKai^, In the " Old vival" of the Arian idea as applied to 

Town" of Antioch, stretching along the Holy Spirit : see Athan. Orat. c. 

the bank of the Orontes, and regarded Ari. iii. 15. cf. Epist. ad Scrap, i. 2, 9, 

as a suburb — where was a Church 32: S.Basil de Spir. Sanct. 16 — 18: 

called the ** Apostles'," in which the S. Greg. Naz. Orat. 31 : Epiphanius, 

adherents of bishop Meletius held their Hser. 74. Among the protests against 

services, Theodoret ii. 31. while the it, see the magnificent "invocation" 

presb^er Paulinus was allowed by of the Holy Spirit, in the"Liturgy of S. 

the Arian bishop Euzoius, out of re- Mark. Hammond's Liturgies Eastern 

spect for his high character, to assem- and Western, p. 187. also Damasus's 

ble his " Eustathians", or Old Church formulary addre-ssed to Paulinus, 

congregation, in a small church in Theod. v. 11. insisting that the Holy 

the New City, on the island, Soc. iii. Spirit is almighty, omniscient, omni- 

9. It is clear that the Council regards present, an agent in creation, one in 

the Eustathians, with whom Athana- Godhead, power, glory, will, with the 

sius had worshipped when at Antioch Father and the Son, and with them 

in 346, as in their rights ; it is to the adorable. The phrase " Lord and 

adherents of Meletius that the in vita- Life-giver," added in the " Constan- 

tion is to be addressed to come and join tinopolitan" form of the Nicene Creed, 

the Eustathians in their place of meet- contradicts the "Macedonian" asser- 

ing, on certain terms herein prescrib- tion that the Holy Spirit was a created 

ed. See c. 9. being, differing in nature from the 

" This was the heresy called Mace- angels: as the words affirming His 

donian, after the Semi- Arian bishop adorableness inipreiis the idea of His 

Macedonius. It was an offshoot of eoequality. 
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Tenns to be proposed to Meleiius. 



ANT. 



TOM. AD of the Arians^ so long as we make a division in the Holy 
Trinity ®, and say that any member of It is a creature. For 
those who pretend to acknowledge the faith confessed at 
Nicsea, but dare to blaspheme against the Holy Spirit p, are 
simply denying the Arian heresy in words, but retaining 
it in thought. And let the impiety of Sabellius^ and Paul 
of Samosata S c^nd the madness of Valentinus and Basilides^ 
and the insanity of the Manicheans, be anathematized by 
all. For when this is done, every one will be cleared of 
all evil suspicion, and the Catholic Church's faith will 
alone be exhibited in its purity. 

4. Now we do not suppose any of you, or any one else, 
to be ignorant of the fact that this is the faith which is 
held by us, and by those who have been always in commu- 
nion with us. But, since we rejoice with those who desire 
to be united to us, — with all, but principally with those 
who assemble in the Old City, and have glorified the Lord, 
as for all things, so above all for their good purpose ; we 
exhort you to let their union take place on these terms, and 
that nothing beyond this, as we said above, should be de- 
manded by you from those who assemble in the Old City ; 
and that Paulinus and his people should propose nothing 
different from, nor going beyond, the decisions of Nicaea. 
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Cf. Athan. Ep. ad Serap. iy. 12. 
" For the holy and blessed and per- 
fect Trinity is undivided." So Orat. 
c. Arian. i. 1 8. ** The faith of Christians 
knows the blessed Trinity to be un- 
changeable and perfect and ever ex- 
isting in the same way." 

p In Ep. ad Serap. iv. 18. he ex- 
plains " blasphemy against the Holy 
Spirit" to mean the denial of Christ's 
true Divinity. Here he takes a sim- 
pler view. Damasus's formulary sent 
to Paulinus describes the Macedonians 
as "issuing from the root of Arius, 
and having changed the name but not 
the impiety." Theod, v. 11. In this 
sentence 6vofid(fiv is used for '* to ac- 
knowledge" or "treat as authorita- 
tive," cf. Ad Afros. 1 , 3, 4. 

1 Sabellius, a liybian, in the early 
part of the third century, tauglit 
that the " Son" and " Spirit" were 
mere phases or aspects of the one 
Person of the Father. 

' The heresy of Paul of Samosata, 



reduced to few words, was this ; 
" Jesus is not God, but a man who 
through eminent sanctity won the 
title of Son of God. The Word is 
not personal, but is the Divine attri- 
bute of Wisdom, which dwelt with 
special fulness in Jesus." Paul was 
bishop of Antioch, and was condemned 
by the Council of Antioch, in 269. 
See some words of his quoted in 
Routh's Relliq. Sacr. iii. 300. that 
the Word a-vvTJXO^v with Jesus Christ 
miraculously, and that Wisdom dwelt 
in Him as it did not in others, ** for 
it was in the Prophets, but yet 
more in Moses: and in many was 
the Lord, but yet more in Christ as in 
a temple: for Jesus Christ is one, 
and the Word is another." So he is 
said to have held that the indwelling 
of the Divine Wisdom in Jesus excel- 
led its indwelling in others "/uerp^f 
T6 KoX irX'fidfi, — say, twice as much.' 
Routh, Rell. m. 311. 
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So-called Sardican Creed, spurious. 7 

5. And, for instance, as for the document * which some 
talk of as if it had been compiled in the Council of Sardi- 
ca, concerning faith, do not allow it to be so much as read 
or brought forward ; for the Synod defined nothing of the 
sort. For some indeed requested that some definite for- 
mula should be drawn up, as if the Nicene Creed were de- ^ 
fective ; and indeed rashly attempted this *. But the holy 
council assembled at Sardica was indignant, and decreed 
that no new formulary about the faith should be drawn 
up, but the faith confessed at Nicaea by the fathers should 
be deemed sufficient, because nothing was lacking to it, but "^ 
on the contrary, it was full of true religion ; and that no 
second creed" should be put forth, lest that which was 
written at Nicsea should be regarded as incomplete, and 
an occasion should be given to those who desired to be 
often drawing up formularies and definitions about faith. 
Wherefore if any one brings forward this, or a difierent 
formulary, put a stop to such persons' conduct, and advise '^ 
them rather to study peace, for we discern nothing in 
them save contentiousness. For as regards the persons 
whom some began to censure for affirming "Three Hypos- 
tases V' because the phrase was not found in Scripture, and 

• Literally, a leaf out of a writing thers." The word iicridccrdai, put for- 

tablet. ward, may be illustrated by the use of 

*■ The doctrinal formulary annexed Ecthesis for a doctrinal formulary, e.g. 

to the Synodal letter in Theodoret ii. that of Heraclius. Compare Theod. 

8. and of which a Latin translation y. 9, **thetome which was put forth" 

was discovered by Maffei in the Ca- (^icrcflcWt.) 

thedral library of Verona (Mansi, vi. * This famous word was originallr 

1215) was probably a draft of an ex- used for sediment or deposit, Soc. iiL 

planatory formula such as Sozomen 7. Thus it came to mean (2) substra- 

refers to, iii. 12, but which the coun- tum or basis. In 2 Cor 9. 4, it is used 

cil did not in fact accept, see Hefele, for ** well-grounded confidence : ** and 

Hist. Councils, sect. 63. (3) ** substance" or reality, as Heb. 11. 

" niariVi here used for a formulaiy 1 . faith is called the hypostasis of thmgs 

of faith, so S. Basil, Ep. 81 , ** Hermo- hoped for, i. e. the process which gives 

genes, who wrote the great and im- them a real existence in our minds, 

pregnable iriariv in the great coun- So Tatian called God the hypostasis of 

cil:" so the council of Constantinople all beings, ad Grsecos 5 : and the hy- 

in381,can.l: so Gregory of Nazianzns, postasis of God meant His real exist- 

Epist. 102: so Socrates ii. 45," they ence, HimselfasatrueBeing,asithad 

read the same vlamv which they had been used in Heb. 1.3: cp. lxx. Ps* 

also read at Constantinople" &c. In 88. 47. Hence, (4) as in the Nicene 

this sense also the word was used in anathema, and generally by Athana- 

the famous prohibitory decree called sius, (e. 9. Orat. c. An. iii. 65. c. Apol- 

the seventh canon of Ephesus : no lin. i. 12, ad Afros, 4,) it was used as 

one is "to present, or write, or com- equivalent to ohcrla, essence. But the 

pose any different vlcmv from that Divine essence was one: therefore 

which was framed by the Nicene fa- there was but one Divine hypostasis. 
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S " One Hypostasis,'' or « Three:' 

TOM. AD was consequently open to suspicion, we requested them 
^^^' not to seek for anything more than the Nicene confession ; 
but nevertheless, on account of this contentiousness, we 
inquired of them whether, like the Arian fanatics, they 
meant to speak of " Hypostases" alien and foreign to each 
other, and differing from each other in essence, and each 
by itself an independent y " Hypostasis,*' as are those other 
beings, the creatures and the offspring of men ; or like dif- 
ferent essences, such as gold, silver, or brass ; or whether, 
in speaking of " Three Hypostases,'' they had the same no- 
tion as other heretics had in speaking of three Principles 
or three Gods. They positively declared that they neither 
said this, nor had ever thought it. Thereupon we asked 
them, " Why then do you say Three Hypostases ? or why 
do you use such phrases at all ?" They replied, " Because 
yfe believe in the Holy Trinity : we know of a Trinity not 
in name only, but truly existing and subsisting, a Father 
truly existing and subsisting, and a Son truly existing * 
and subsisting, and a Holy Spirit subsisting and existing : 
we have neither said ^Three Gods' nor *Three Principles,' 

Yet, since the distinction between the p. 449. Comp. Athan. Treatises ii. 424. 

Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, I^ater on, S. Basil expressly (followed 

was real, it was not unnatural, by gfiv- by Theodoret, in his Dialogues) dis- 

ing a slight turn to the word, to apply ting^shed hypostasis from ovorla as 

it to the Divine essence as existing* in the specific from the general, Ep. 28. 

each of the Three Persons, (as we call The letter of Valentinian I. to the 

■themfor want of a more fitting term,) Asiatics in 375 uses hypostases as= 

as much as to say, ^* In the Unity there irpSfrmira, Theod. Iv. 8. and so in 

is a real Trinity ; the Father is really 430, Cyril Alex, anath. 4. On the 

the Father, the Son really the Son, senses of vTcSa-rcuris see Dean Liddell's 

the Spirit really the Spirit :" as the Sermon on " Where two or three," 

third creed of Antioch said that the p. 32. 

Son was with God " in a hypostasis ;" r Literally, " separated, by itself." 

Ath. de Sjrn. 24 : and hence arose Probably he was thinking of Diony. 

the phrase** Three Hypostases," which sins of Rome, who in the third cen- 

was startling as apparently inconsis- tury had condemned the Tritheistic 

tent with the truth of the Divine Unity notion of three hypostases foreign to 

of essence, and as having been used by each other, and separate, ap. Athan. 

Arius, AtH. de Synodis 16. But as de Deer. Nic. 26. The 19th verse of 

we see, a little patient questioning the"QuicunqneVult" should be ren. 

and frank explanation brought these dered, ** to acknowledge each Per- 

two classes of Catliolics to understand son severally as God," &c. not '* by 

leach other. Card. Newman considers Himself." 

** three hypostases" to be a somewhat * Comp. Athanasius, Ep. ad Serap. 
lax or inaccurate expression of the i. 28. " There is a Trinity, not mere- 
truth that each of the Divine Three ly in name and in a figure of speech, 
is the One God in this or that form but a Trinity real and existent." or 
of Divine personality. Tracts Theol. as we might express it, " immanent," 
and Eccles. p. 301 : Arians, ed. 3, Liddon's Bamp. liCct. p. 16. 



Mutual explanation^^ 9 

Tior could we at all endure those who say or think thus : 
but we know a Holy Trinity, and one Godhead, and one 
Principle % and a Son coessential with the Father, as the 
fathers said, and the Holy Spirit, not a creature, nor fo- 
reign to, but belonging to, and undivided from, the essence 
of the Son and of the Father/' 

6. We accepted their interpretation of their language, 
and their defence of it ; and proceeded to enquire of those 
whom they had blamed for saying ^* One Hypostasis,'* 
whether they said so in the sense of Sabellius, ^ by way of 
doing away with the Son and the Holy Spirit, or as if the 
Son were without true being, and the Holy Spirit without 
subsistence *'. And they also positively declared that they 
did not say so. " But," they said, ^^ we speak of Hypos- 
tasis, considering hypostasis and essence to mean the same 
thing : and we hold One Hypostasis, because the Son is 
from the Father's essence, and because of the sameness of 
the nature ; for we believe the Godhead to be one, and its 
nature to be one, and not that the Father's is one, and 



• This one ** principle" (j^pxh) hypostasis" "for, the Son really ex- 
would be the Father (as Fountain of ists, is not a mere spoken word." (So 
Godhead, cf. Ath. de Deer. Nic. 15.) the Maerostich creed had condemned 
So Orat. c. Ari. iy. 1. " that the Word the Marcellian idea of a Son unsub. 
is referred to the Father, whose Son sistingr, i.y6napicrov, Ath. de Syn. 26.) 
He is,, so that while Father and Son £piphanius speaks of each Person as 
are two, we speak of one ' principle,* ivuvdararos, Ancor. 6 ; and says he 
not two : whence there is properly a thinks that the human mind is not, 
Unity of Principle or Ori|nn," {fiovap- as the Apollinarians held, a hypostasis, 
x/a.) and note there (Ath. Treat, ii. but ** an energy," whereas Christ is a 
513, and i. 45.) So Theodoret, fr^pi " hypostasis," Haer. 77* 24. Compare 
iipx^^ *^^ narpi^s, Hser. Fab. v. 1. Cynl Alex, de recta fide ad Theod. 
^ Cf. c. Apollin. ii. 3. 13, on the Paulianist heresy of an 

^ *PLvov(rlov i.vviro<rrdrov, ** unsubsisting" Word, which was not 

Here ovaia itself is used, implicitly, hypostatic, but only "uttered by God." 

in a personal sense, as in Hippoljrtus He argues that if the image of God 

c. Noet. 7, 4. cf. Origen in Joan. torn, be not hypostatic, God Himself is not 

2.18. Athanasius speaks of the Word hypostatic. He uses iLwir6(rTaroy as 

as not " unsubsistent," aif\nr6<rraerov^ equivalent to kviirapKrovy to ovk Svra, 

but subsistent, iyoitrioy, de Synodis to what has not received existence. 

42 ; Orat. c. Ari. iv. 2. and uses i.inf- So ib. 24, He did not come as a \6yos 

ir6<n-arov for the Son as conceived of hvvirScrraros, So the six bishops wri- 

by Sabellius, *i. e. impersonal, c. Apol- ting to Paul of Samosata : " By whom 

lin.i. 21. This is very like using both the Father made all things, not as 

oviria and vir6(rrtuns for * existence 8t iirurr'fifnjs h.yviro<rrdrov" Compare 

in personality.' See Card. Newman, Newman, Tracts Theol. and Eccles. 

Tracts Theol. and Eccles. p. 305. The p. 323, as to the sense of Malchion's 

Semi-Arian Basil of Ancyra and his words, that Paul of Samosata denied 

friends, quoted in Epiphanius, Hser. the Son ohffiSxrOai in the whole Savi- 

73. 12, used the phrase " the Son has our: Routh, Rell. Sacr. iii. 302. 
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10 Nicene phrases owned to be best, 

TOM. AD that the Son's and the Holy Spirit's are foreign to Him ^. 
ANT. Thereupon too, of course, those who had been blamed for 
saying ^^ Three Hypostases" agreed with the former, and 
those also who said "One Essence®'' admitted the lan- 
guage of the others, as they explained it. And both par- 
ties anathematized Arius as one who fought against Christ, 
and Sabellius and Paul of Samosata as impious men, and 
Valentinus and Basilides^ as alien from the truth, and 
Manes as an inventor of evil : and all, by God's grace, after 
the above mentioned explanations, agreed with us that the 
faith confessed at Nicsea by the fathers was better and 
more accurate than such phrases, and that for the future 
they would rather be content with and use its terms K 

7. But further in regard to the economy ^ of our Saviour 

in the flesh, since some seemed to be contentious with each 

other on that point also, we examined both parties, and 

what one party professed the other agreed to, that the 

I Word of the Lord did not sojourn in a holy man^ at the 

•^ See Neale's lively description of at Nic^ in Thrace and imposed at Ari- 
this examination of the two parties, minum, Athan. de Synod. 30. Sozo- 
in his Hist. Alex. i. 194. Gregory men corrects Socrates, v. 12. 
Nazianzen says, " He addressed both ^ OlKovofxia used for the dispensa- 
parties with gentleness and kindness, tion whereby the Son of God conde- 
carefully examined the meaning of scended to become Man ; the original 
their words, and found that they did Divinity of His Person being expressed 
not differ as to doctrine." This peace- by the term 6eo\oyia, So Eusebius 
making temper, he proceeds, was u\,olKovoixlasr€Ka\0€o\oylas.^,'Bsi- 
more beneficial than all Athanasius's sil, Ep. 8. 3. lya fx^ , . , r-p d€o\oyi<j^ 
long labours, writings, exiles, Orat. Trpoa-exovreSf r^s oiKouofiias Kara<pp<h' 
21. 35, 36. See Stanley on Eastern vufxev. On this sense of otKoi^o/u/a see 
Church, p. 300. It was characteris- Newman's Arians, p. 76 : and comp. 
tic of Athanasius as a theologian to Ath.c.ApoIIin.i. 2; IS.Orat. c. Arian. 
look through words into meanings, as ii. 9, " the Word's economy in re- 
in his address to the Semi-Arians on gard to Manhood." So Cyril Alex, de 
the Homoousion, de Synod. 41. Recta fide ad Theod. c. 37. (cd. Pusey, 

• Oiffflav here seems to be an error p. 122,) rf /acto (rapxhs oiKovofil(^, 
for iir6<rTcuriu, ^ See Ep. ad Epictet. 2. ad Maxim. 

' For Basilides and Valentinus see 2. c. Apollin. i. 21. Orat. c. Arian. iii. 

Mansel's Gnostic Heresies, pp. 144, 1, ** Nor is God in the Son as by com. ^ 

184. ing into the Saints," &c. and lb. iii. 

t Yet the anathema attached to 30. We gather from a passage in 

the creed did implicitly sanction S. Hilary, deTrin. x. 21, that this no- 

" one hypostasis," by using hypostasis tion that the Word of God was in 

as=ov(ria. Gregory says that Atha- Jesus as the spirit of prophecy was in 

nasius allowed to each party the use the prophets, was held by the Plioti- 

of its own phrase. Socrates makes a nians, in whose view the Word was 

strange mistake, imagining that this impersonal or non-subsistent, and ^ 

Council prohibited the use of * oifcia Jesus was a mere man in whom the 

and vtr6(rra(n5,* iii. 7, as if it had Word dwelt with special fulness : and 

followed in the track of the Acacian that they charged the Catholics with 

Arians, — see their creed as completed denying that our Lord was born with 



Two errors as to Christy disclaimed* 11 

consummation of the ages, just as He came to the prophets, E.|?. Jer. 
but that the Word Himself became flesh, and, eansting in pha^ 2?* 
the form of God, took the form of a servant, and was born 6, 7. 
Man, of Mary, according to the flesh, for our sakes ; and 
that thus the human race being through Him perfectly and 
entirely delivered from sin, and endued with life from the 
dead, was introduced into the kingdom of heaven. For 
they also acknowledged this, that the Saviour had not a 
body without a soul, nor without perception, nor without 
a mind ^, for neither was it possible that, when the Lord be- 
came Man for us. His body should be without a mind ; nor 
was it body only, but soul also that attained salvation in 
the Word Himself and being truly Son of God, He, the 
same, became ?X^o firstborn among many brethren. There- Rom. 8. 
fore, the Son of God who was before Abraham was not one, s. John 
and He who was after Abraham another^ ; nor was He who 8- 58. 
raised up Lazarus one, and He who enquired about him 
another : but it was the same who said humanly. Where is s. John 
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soul and body. Apollinaris was rightly in a prophet, Epist. 10]. One of the 
zealous against the notion described strongest points taken by S. Cyril was 
in the text ; and his envoys apparently that Nestorianism virtually represent, 
drew forth a disclaimer of it from those ed the relation between the Word and 
to whom they gave, in his name, an the Christ as the same in kind, though 
assurance as to his teaching about the not in degree, with the relation be- 
soul in Christ. The disclaimer was tween that Word and the saints, e. g. 
in effect, '*We on our parts assure Ep. ad Nest. 2. 10, Explan. 3. &c. 
you that we have no sort of sympathy ^ That this admission was equivocal, 
with the Photinian view of Christ's may be inferred from Apollinaris's 
Person." See Apollinaris's words in letter, above quoted, " He took not a 
a letter of A.D. 377, quoted by Leon- human mind, but a Divine mind, 
tins, Galland. xii. 706, that the Word Wherefore the Saviour had not a body 
which was in the Prophets did not devoid of. . .intelligence:** i.e. His 
(in the case of Christ) come into a vous was in fact His Godhead. So Vita- 
holy man, but the Word Himself be- lis at first delighted his hearers by own- 
came flesh ; and his disciple Timothy ing Christ to be ** perfect man ;** but 
objected to a brother-ApoUinarian of it turned out that he substituted God- 
the moderate school for saying that headformind,Epiph.Hser. 77, 23. So 
the flesh was not made co-essential Greg. Naz. says that the Apollinarians 
with the Godhead, but only united to would acknowledge Christ to be not 
it; '*as a holy* man,** he comments, without a i^ot/s or X(J7os, secretly mean- 
** might be united to God;** ib. xii. ing thereby His Godhead. Ep. 102, 
704. Epiphanius, in his paraphrase Compare Ath. c. Apollln. c. ii. 10. 
of the creed, says that the Son became * So Apollinaris says, in the same 
man, not as if dwelling in a man, nor letter: "There was not one Son of God 
as when He inspired the prophets and before Abraham, and another after 
acted by them, Ancorat. 121 ; and see Abraham.** This, of course, is most 
below, Ep. Epict. 11. Gregory Nazian- true, as S. Cyril says, ad Nest. iii. 3. 
zen, while attacking ApoUinarianism, ** who was Divinely before Abraham, 
strongly condemns this notion that and afterwards became Man.*' 
the Word acted by grace in Jesus, as 



TlS Verbal disputes to be discouragei. 

TOM. A» Lazarus laid? and who divinely raised him up ". It was the 
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same who spat corporeally as Man, but Divinely, as Son 
9. 6. of God, opened the eyes of the man born blind, who suf- 
1 S. Pet. fered in flesh, as Peter said **, but Divinely opened the 
tombs and raised up the dead. On account of which texts 
they understood all the contents of the Gospel in this 
sense, and positively declared that they were of the same 
mind regarding the Incarnation of the Word, and His be- 
coming Man. 

8. Since therefore these points have been thus acknow- 
ledged, we exhort you not to condemn rashly, nor reject, 
those who make a like acknowledgement, and thus inter- 
pret the phrases which they used, but rather to welcome 
them, now that they make for peace, and excuse themselves : 
but as for those who do not choose to make this acknow- 
ledgement, and thus to interpret the phrases, keep them 
at a distance and put them to shame, as persons whose 
J opinions are suspected. And while you shew no tolerance 
to these latter, advise the former, whose explanations and 
sentiments are correct, not to examine each other any fur- 
ther, nor to keep up a strife of words, nor to use such 
phrases as these in dispute with each other, but to be united 
in the sentiments of true religion ®. For those that are not 
so disposed, but are contentious merely about such little 
\ phrases p, and seek for something beyond what was formu- 
Hab. 2. lated at Nicaea, are simply giving their neighbours to drink 
15.LXX. if^fifii ig turbid ^a,nd pernicious, like men who are envious of 

*" See Ep. ad Max. 3 ; and so Orat. c. Himself suffer in flesh for us according' 

Arian. iii. 32. " He uttered a liuman to the Scriptures, although He was in 

voice as man, but as God He raised La- His own nature impassible." And in 

zarus from the dead.*' Also de Sentent. his Letter to John of Antioch (Pusey, 

Dionysii, 9, " The I^ord having become p. 50) he again cites it, adding, "and 

Man shewed that He could weep as not in the nature of the ineffable God- 

man but raised up Lazarus as God." he^d." 

Comp. S. JiCo the Great's Tome or Ep. <* Eutrefidasy in the' Athanasian sense 

28, c. 4, that it did not belong to the of " orthodox Christianity," the right 

same nature to weep over a rriend as or sound belief in God, with the de- 

dead, and to raise him up as restored votion and obedience involved in it. 

to life, although these were the acts This sense was derived from 1 Tim« 

of one Person, &c. o. l6. See Newman's Arians, p. 286. 

" On this text see Athan. Orat. iii. p Ae^eiBiois. The word occurs in 

34. Cyril cites it in Ep. ad Nest. 2. 6, Orat. c. Arl. ii. 5, 11. 
(Pusey, p. 24.) "We confess that He •» This text is similarly quoted in 

who was begotten of (iod the Father, ad Epict. I ; c. ApoUin. ii. 4. 
as Son and God Only-begotten, did 



All to meet at Paulinus^s Church. 13 

peace and love schisms. But do you^ as good men, and 
faithful servants, and stewards of the Lord, put a stop to, 
and keep off, all things that give scandal and are strange, 
and set before every other consideration such a peace as 
this, the faith being in a sound state '. Perhaps the Lord 
will have mercy on us, and join together the parts that 
have been divided ; and when there is made one fold, we 
shall all again have one Guide, our Lord Jesus Christ. 

9. For ourselves, although it was not necessary to seek 
for anything beyond the Nicene Creed % nor to tolerate the 
words that grow out of contentiousness, yet still for peace* 
sake, and in order not to drive away those who wished to 
believe rightly, we went into these enquiries : . and what 
the parties have acknowledged we have dictated in concise 
form, we who have been left in Alexandria, together with 
our fellow ministers Asterius and Eusebius, for the ma- 
jority of us have departed to their own dioceses. But 
do you, in public, in your accustomed place of meeting, 
read this, and be pleased to invite all to meet you there. 
For it is right that this letter should first be read there, 
and that those who wish and who labour for peace should 
be joined together there, and that afterwards, when they 
have been joined together, the Church-meetings* should 
be held, and the Lord be glorified by all in common, in 
whatever place is agreeable to all the people, your Kind- 
ness being present. The brethren who are with me greet 
you. I, Athanasius, pray that you may be in good health, 
and may remember me before the Lord. And likewise 
the other bishops who came together have signed their 
names, and so did those who were sent by Lucifer, bishop 
of the isle of Sardinia, being two deacons, Herennius and 

' I.e. since the parties in question service, Euseb. yii. 11, Athan. Apol. c. 

are substantially agreed as to the faith. Ari. 20, and (rvvdiyofiaiy to join in a 

The zeal against " logomachy," in service, to have a place in the congre- 

this passage, is characteristic of Atha- gation, A than. Apol. c. 12, Ep. de 

nasius ; see Ad Jovian. 4. ad Max. 1. morte Arii, 2. In the " exceptionea" 

* See Ad Afros. I. wrongly ascribed (see Haddan and 

* 'Zvvi^usy assemblies for worship. Stnbbs, Councite and Eccl. Dociim. iii. 
So in Apol. ad Const. 25, de Fuga, 415) to Egbert archbishop of York, 
24, a vigU in preparation for (rwdJ^fas, no. 28 (Wilkins, Concil. i. 103) we 
So Apol. ad Const. 4. " I spent my find " synaxes*' used for the offices of 
time at (Rome) raif o-vi^c^co-i, cC ib. the seven canonical hours. 

15. Hvalis** So a-vvdyw is to hold a 
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14 Signatures to the Tome. 

TOM. AD Agapetus, and those sent by Paulinus^ Maximus and Caletn* 
^"'^* erus, being themselves also deacons. And there were also 
present some monks of ApoUinarius the bishop, sent by 
him for this purpose \ 

10. Now the above named bishops, to whom the letter 
was written, are Eusebius, of the city of Vercella3 in Gaul, 
Lucifer of the island of Sardinia, Asterius of Petra in Ara- 
bia, Cymatius of Paltum in Coelesyria, Anatolius of Eubsea. 
And those who Wrote the letter are the Pope ^ Athanasius, 
and those who were with him in Alexandria, and Eusebius 
himself, and Asterius : and the rest, Caius of Parsetonium, 
near to Libya y ; Agathus of Phragonis ' and of a part of 
Elearchia in Egypt ; Ammonius of Pachnemunis and of 
the other part of Elearchia ; Agathodsemon, of Schedia 
and Menilaites * ; Dracontius, of Little Hermopolis ^ ; 
Adelphius, of Onuphis ^ in Lychna ; Hermion, of Tanis ^ ; 
Mark, of Zygra near to Libya ; Theodore, of Athribis ® ; 
Andrew^, of Arsenois^; Paphnutius, of Sais; Mark, of 
Philae ^ ; Zoilus, of Andro ; Menas, of Antiphra. 

To this Eusebius added his signature thus in Latin, of 
which the following is a translation : 

I, Eusebius, bishop, according to your accurate profes- 
sion of doctrine made by both parties, when you agreed 
together on the subject of the Hypostases, did also agree ; 
and moreover concerning the Incarnation of our Saviour, 
that the Son of God became also Man, having assumed all 

" f . e. sent to disclaim tlie opinions riea, as were Zygra and Antiphra. 
imputed to him as to the "mind" in * Phragonis, Pachnemunis, Elear- 

Christ. chia, were in ^gyptus Secunda in 

* The title " Papas ** or " dear fa- extreme N. of Egypt, 
ther " was specially given in the East, * Somewhat to N. E. of Alexan- 

to the Bishop of Alexandria: thus dria. 
Arius and his friends wrote to " Alex- ^ S. E. of Alexandria, 
ander their blessed pope and bishop,*' = In iEgyptus Prima, as were Sais 

Athan. de Synod. 16 : George of Ijao- and Andropolis. 
dicea called him Alexander the pope, ^ In Augustamnica Prima, 
ib. 17: and so Atlianasius speaks of <^ In Augustamnica Secunda. Comp. 

him, Apol. c. Arian. 71. Ischyras Soc. y. 10. 

writes to " the blessed pope Athana- ' Named with Paphnutius in Atha- 

sius," ib. 63. Compare Eusebius vii. nasius's 19th Festal Epistle. 
7. where Dionysius of Alex, calls his e In " Arcadia " or lleptanomis. 
predecessor, " our blessed pope.** ^ In the southern or second The- 

y This place is mentioned by Dio- baid. It will be seen that, of the 

nysias of Alexandria in Euseb. yii. 11. Egyptian suffragans here assembled. 

It was on the coast of Libya Marma- some belonged to dioceses far apart. 



Notes by Eusebius and PauHnus. 15 

without sin, even as our original * man subsisted^ J have 
guaranteed my belief according to the context of the letter. 
And whereas " the document of Sardica *' is said to be ex- 
cluded in order that nothing might seem to be put forth 
beside the Nicene faith, I also assent, that the Nicene faith 
may not seem to be shut out by means of it : nor ought 
it to be brought forward, I pray that you may be in health 
in the Lord. 

I, Asterius, assent to the above written, and pray that 
you may be in health in the Lord. 

And after this Tome had been sent from Alexandria, 
thus signed by the above named, they also (at Antioch) 
afterwards added their own signatures as follows : 

I, Paulinus, ^ think thus, as I received from the fathers : 
that the Father exists, and subsists perfectly, and a per- 
fect Son subsists perfectly, and the Holy Spirit subsists 
perfectly. Wherefore I approve of the above explanation 
concerning the Three Hypostases, and the One Hypostasis 
or Essence, and those who think thus. For it is pious to 
think of and confess the Holy Trinity in One Godhead K 
And also concerning the Incarnation of the Word of the 
Father, which took place for our sakes, I think thus as it 
is written, that according to John, the Word became flesh : S. John 
not according to those most impious men who say that He 

* liiteralljr " old," i. e. as Adam was this paper, and said in his turn that 

created. Vitalis denied that Christ became per- 

^ Paulinus, apparently, had been feet man. Theodoret's storj in v. 3, 

suspected either of Sabellianism or of that Flavian in 380 publicly taxed 

what was afterwards called Apollin- Paulinus with denying* the " Trinity 

arianism, (charges to which, as a Ca- of Hypostases,*' although professing 

tholic of the most anti-Arian type, to communicate with Damasus who 

be might be thought open ;) and he admitted it, is very reasonably set 

vindicated himself by this document, aside by Tillemont, viii. 7Q1, Theo- 

which is also given by Epiphanius, doret had a bias against Paulinus. 

who says it was written out by Atha- * I. e. so to hold the Unity of the 

nasius's own hand, Hser. 77 » 20, 21 . Godhead as not to compromise Trini- 

See Tillemont, viii. 221, who says this tarianism ; to ** worship one God," but 

took place in the reign of Jovian, as "in Trinity." So Ep. Epict. 9. Orat. 

when Athanasius visited Antioch a c. Arian. iii. 15 ; '* Then also do we 

year after the Alexandrian Council, confess God to be One, through the 

i.e. after Paulinus had received episco- Trinity;" and ib. i. 18, "an eternal 

pal consecration from the impatient and one Godhead exists in Trinity." 

Jiucifer, who thus rendered pacifica. So Epiphanius, Ancorat. 7, " The Tri- 

tion hopeless. It is observable that nity is always a Trinity .... In the 

Vitalis, about fourteen years later, told Trinity there is no blending together, 

Epiphanius that Paulinus held Sabel- and no separation from its proper 

lianism ; whereupon Paulinus produced Unity." 



16 Note by Paulinus. 

TOM. AD underwent a change ™, but that He became Man for us, be- 
^"^' ing born of the Holy Virgin Mary and the Holy Spirit. 
For the Saviour had not a body without soul, nor without 
perception, nor without mind: for it was not possible 
that, when the Lord became Man for us, His body should 
be without a mind. Wherefore I anathematize those who 
set aside the faith confessed at Nicasa, and who do not say 
that the Son is from the essence of the Father and is co* 
essential with Him. And I anathematize those who say 
that the Holy Spirit is a creature, brought into existence 
by means of the Son. And further, I anathematize the 
heresy of Photinus ", and every heresy ; walking in the path 
of® the Nicene faith and of what is above written. I, Car- 
terius, pray that you may be in good health. 

* According' to the second proposU sion of 344, condemned in councils 

tion of the Apollinarian school, which at Milan in 345, and 347, again at 

Apollinarins himself disclaimed, bat an Arianizing coandl of Sirmiam in 

which was thus early affirmed by 347 — 8, and finally condemned by the 

some of his fiiends or pupils, — that the second or g^reat council of Sirmium in 

liord's body was formed by a 'conver- 351 (its doctrinal formulary is given 

sion of Godhead into flesh.' Some by Athanasius de Synodis, 27 ; comp. 

persons had asserted it about 350, for Hilary de Synodis 38, Fra^. 2. 19, 

it is condemned by the *' first Sirmian " 21 .) Photinus was then ejected and 

confession in 351, Athan. de Synod, exiled, Soc. ii. 30: but he is said to 

27. have been recalled under Julian, and 

" Photinus, bishop of Sirmium, ap- again exiled under Valentinian I. He 

pears to have imbibed from Marcellus retained his opinions until his death, 

a theory akin to Sabellianism, and, in Athanasius alludes to him as denying 

advocating it, had emphasized that as- the Divinity of Christ, c. ApoUin. ii. 

pect of Sabelhanism which involved a 19 ; and Hilary de Trin. vii. 7, 19, and 

merelv humanitarian view of the Per- the formulary sent by Damasus to 

son of Christ, Soc. ii. 18. In his view Pbulinus, Theod. v. 11. accuse him 

our Lord had had no existence be^re of reviving Ebionism. 

His Nativity. He was censured in ^ J^roix&yt cf. Rom. 4, 12. 
the Semi-Arian " Macrostich" confes- 



THE EPISTLE TO JOVIAN, 

INTRODUCTION. 

Jovian, on succeeding to the empire in the summer of 363, at once showed 
himself favourable to the orthodox bishops. He sent to Athanasius the let- 
ter following, and shortly afterwards, as it would appear from Athanasius's 
letter, wrote to him again asking for a compendious account of the Catholic 
doctrine. It should be remembered to the honour of this prince, that his 
straightforward orthodoxy was united, according to the testimony of a 
Pagan philosopher, with a spirit of comprehensive toleration *. 



[THE EPISTLE OF JOVIAN. 

JOVIAN, TO THB MOST RELIGIOUS ATHANASIUS, A FRIEND 

OF GOD. 

Highly admiring the excellences of your most virtuous life, and 
of your likemindedness to the God of the universe, and of your af- 
fections towards our Saviour Christ, we prdse you, most honoured 
Bishop, because you have not quailed at any labour, nor at the ter- 
ror caused by the persecutors ; and esteeming dangers and threats of 
the world as dung, grasping the rudder of that orthodox faith which 
is dear to you, you have contended even until now for the trutli, and 
continue to exhibit yourself as an example and pattern of virtue to 
the whole community of the faithful. Our Majesty, therefore, re- 
calls you, and wills you to return to the teaching of the way of sal- 
vation. Return, then, to the holy churches, and act as the friend of 
God's people, and send up earnest prayers for our Clemency. For 
we know that by your supplication both we and those with us who 
are of Christian sentiments will receive great assistance from the 
Most High God.] 



THE LETTER OF ATHANASIUS TO JOVIAN \ 

1. A DESIRE of instruction, and a longing after heavenly 
things, are becoming to a religious Emperor ; for by this 

* Soc. iii. 25. Themistius, Orat. 5. ^ Theodoret inserts this letter in 

(Op, p. 50, ed. Harduin.) Compare his History, iii. 3, with this heading. 

Athanasios^s own maxims, e. g. Hist. " Athanasius and the other bishops 

An. 33, 67. who have come as representatives of 
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represented by the Nicene Creed. 19 

bleof change ^ And with these words they deceived many, 
so that even those who seemed to be somewhat were led Gal. 2. 
away by their blasphemy : however our holy fathers has- ^' ^^' 
tened to assemble^ as we said before, in the Nicene Coun- 
cil and anathematized them, and drew up a written con- 
fession of the faith of the Catholic Church, so that while 
this faith was everywhere being preached, the heresy which 
had been kindled by the heretics was everywhere extin- 
guished. So then this faith was existing everywhere in 
every Church, being acknowledged and preached in sin- 
cerity. But since now some persons who are minded to 
renew the Arian heresy have dared to set aside this faith 
confessed by the fathers at Nicsea, and pretend indeed to 
confess it, but in fact deny it, putting a false sense on ^ 
the word coessential s, also blaspheming the Holy Spirit 
by saying that He is a creature, and that He came into 
being as a thing made by means of the Son ^, we have 
deemed it to be necessary, in consideration of the mischief 
which is being done to the people by such blasphemy, to 
present to your Devotion the faith confessed at Nicaea, in 
order that your Piety may know what has been written 4 
with complete accuracy *, and how widely they go astray 
who teach what is contrary to it. 

2. For know, O most religious Augustus, that these 
things J have been preached from the beginning, and that 
this faith was confessed by the fathers who assembled at 

' The essential points of Arianism Semi-Arian " Homoionsion.'* See the 
were, (1) That the Son was not eter- letter of a number of bishops, inclu- 
nal ; " once He did not exist." (2) dingf both Meletius and Acacius, as- 
That the Son was not uncreated, but sembled at Antioch about this time, 
was made " God ** by the Father : and Soc. iii. 25. Compare Hefele, Hist, 
consequently, (3) That He was ''of a of Councils, sect. 87. A letter writ- 
different essence " from God. It was ten in the name of Valentinian I. to 
a natural inference, that He was crea- the Arian bishops of Asia Minor, 375, 
teji, as the Angels were created, with alludes to some who long ago accept- 
a capacity for moral " change," that is, ed the " Homoousion ** insincerely, as 
for ^ling away; that it was conceiy- if it meant no more than the " Homoi- 
able that He might have rebelled on " (the symbol of a yet lower Ari- 
ag^ainst God. See Alexander's Ency- anism, which would only admit gene- 
clical in Soc. i. 6. Athanasius.discusses rally that the Son was " like " to the 
the rp€'irr6v in Orat. c. Ari. i. 35. Father, which might be taken in seve- 

t " Homoousion." Some of the ex- ral senses), Theodoret iv, 8. 

Arian Churchmen, or of the Arians ^ See the Tome, 1, 3. 

who wished to find a home in the ' Theodoret — " with what accuracy 

Church, had accepted this Nicene it has been written." 

watchword in an inadequate sense, ^ Theodoret — ** that this is the faith 

as if it were virtually equivalent to the that has been preached," &c. 

c 2 



20 The Nicene Creed, 

Ep. ad Nicaea, and that it has the assent of all the Churches in 
every place, those in Spain and Britain*^, and those of 
Gaul, and of all Italy, and Dalmatia, and Dacia and Mysia', 
Macedonia and all Greece, and those in all Africa, and 
Sardinia, and Cyprus, and Crete, and Pamphylia, and 
Lycia, and Isauria, and those in Egypt and the Libyas *", 
and Pontus, and Cappadocia, and the churches near us, 
and those in- the East °, except a few who hold Arianism. 
For we know by experience the minds of all the above 
named, and we also possess letters of theirs. And you 
know, most religious Augustus, that even if some few per- 
sons contradict this faith, they cannot prejudice it, when 
all the world® is holding the Apostolic faith. For those 
men, having long been infected with the Arian heresy, are 
now more contentious in their resistance to true religion. 
And that your Piety may know it, although you do know 
it, we have still taken care to subjoin the faith confessed 
by the bishops p at Nicsea. Now the faith confessed by the 
fathers at Nicsea is this ^ : — 

3. We believe in one God the Father Almighty, Maker of 

^ Apol. c. Arian. 1. See Hilary's bad become a tradition, secured in 

De Sjmodis, addressed to the Gallic men's minds by stiff preconceptions 

and British bishops, who had " con- which resisted all attempts to distmrb 

tinned free from the conta^j^on of them, ib. x. 1. Athanasins says in De 

(Arian) heresy." They had accepted Sjrnod. 33 that all men were weQ con- 

the decisions of the Council of Sardica tent with the Nicene terms, &c. ; 

in favour of Athanasius, Athan. Apol. which cannot be taken fiterally. 

c. Ari. 1 . p Theodoret— " by the 318 bishops." 

^ Mcesia ? i This oriffinal Nicene Creed is also 

■" Libya Cyrenaica, or Superior, and found in Socrates, L 8 ; S. Basil, Ep. 

IJbya Marmorica or Secunda. See 140 ; Cyril Alex. Ep. ad Nest. 2. 3. 

Bingham b. ix. 2. 6. (vol. iii. p. 51 .) For a Latin version see Hilary de 

° That is, the agg^regate of fifteen Synodis. 84. Epiphanius, writing in 
provinces of which Antioch was the 374 (Ancoratus, 120) gives as the 
metropolis, Bingham b.ix. 1. 6. This Nicene creed that revised and en- 
peculiar sense of '* the East " and largped form of it which we call Con- 
'* Eastern " appears in Cyril of Alex- stantinopolitan, but without " God 
andria's Apolog^ adversus Orientales, from God," and with the old Nicene 
i. e. the bishops dependent on the see clause, " that is, from the essence of 
of Antioch, then held by John. the Father;" and then be gives m 

^ We must not press such language much long^ form, which, he says, the 

too strictly. Athanasius here yields, whole Church at that time had bc^gon 

if it must be said, to the temptation to use on account of recent heresies, 

of minimising the forces of the party It is impossible to take this statement 

which he wished his new sovereign literally : and it is strange that Epi. 

to discountenance. Not long before, phanius should not have known the 

Hilary wrote, "Many through nearly true text of the Creed ;Of 325. Dr. 

all provinces of the Roman empire Lumby considers that the fiithers of 

have now been infected with this pes- the Council of 381 put forth the '* Con- 

tilent doctrine . . ." de Trin. vi. 1. It stantinopolitan creed," if they did so. 



put forth (IS against Arianism. 21 

all things both visible and invisible. And in one Lord Jesus 
Christ, the Son of Gody begotten of the Father, Only-begot- 
ten, that is, from the Essence of the Father ', God from God, 
Light from Light, Very God from Very God; begotten, not 
made; Coessential with the Father ; By Whom all things 
were made, both things in heaven and things on earth ; Who 
for us men, and for our salvation, came down, and was in- 
carnate, became man, suffered^ and rose again the third 
day, and ascended into the heavens ; wilt come to judge the 
living and dead. And in the Holy Spirit. But those who 
say, ^ Once He was not^ and, ^before He was begotten He wa^ 
not "/ and that ^ He was made out of nothing/ or say that 
the Son of God is from another substance^ or essence, or is 
created, or changeable, or alterable, are anathematized by 
the Catholic and Apostolic Church, 

4. In this faith, O Augustus, it is necessary that all 
should abide, since it is divine and Apostolic, and that no 
one should disturb it by subtleties and logomachies % as 
the Arian fanatics have done, who say that the Son of God 
is from nothing, and that once He was not, and that He is 
created, and made, and changeable. ^For on account of 
these assertions, as we said before, the Council of Nicaea 
anathematized this heresy, and confessed the true faith. 
For they have not called the Son simply like to the Fa^ 

DOt as a revised form of the Nicene, was not familiar to all the bishops and 

^ but under the mistake that it was charches, that is precisely consistent 

the actual Nicene creed, (Hist, of with wtiat we know of the g^radual 

Creeds, p. 69.) Bat he doabts whe- recognition of the Second Council. 

ther they did put it forth at all. His ' This clause was omitted in the 

reasons, however, seem inadequate. Constantinopolitan revision of the 

That it is ignored in Western docu. Creed : it being* thought, apparently, 

ments of the period 391 — 123, and by that the idea was sufficiently expressed 

the Council of Ephesus, is quite na- by ''coessential with the Father." 

tural ; for the West and the Alexan- * This Arian proposition meant, 

drian Church did not acknowledge the " Being the Son, He came into exist- 

CcNincil of 381. Thus, when Nesto- ence when He was ' begotten :' there- 

rios of Constantinople quotes as part fore, of course. He could not have 

of the Creed the words ix np^vfiaros existed before." Here it was assumed 

'Aylov, which were added in the re- thatHisSonship depended on an event, 

Tisiun, Cyril recites the original, and whereas it was an eternal fact in the 

V asks, " Where have they said about life of the Godhead. See Newman in 

the Son that He was incarnate of the Athanasian Treatises, i. 274. 

Holy Spirit and Mary the Virgia?" ' Hypostasis, used as equivalent to 

Adv. Nest. L 6, 8. At Chalcedon it ovtrla or essence. See Athanasian 

was accepted along with the Nicene Treatises, L 66, 

Creed proper, as the Creed of the 150 ° On "logomachies," see the Tome, 

fathers (of 381.) If at that time it 8. 



22 Doctrine of the Unity in Trinity, 

Ep. AD ther ', lest He should be believed to be simply like to God, 
and not Very God from God, But they wrote the word 
** Coessential/' which was characteristic of a genuine and 
very Son of the very and natural Father y. And again, 
they did not describe the Holy Spirit as foreign to the 
Father and the Son; but rather glorified Him with the 
Father and the Son ' in the one faith of the Holy Trinity, 
because there is in the Holy Trinity at the same time one 
Godhead *. 

* " Homoion." This vague formula Ancyra, when they acknowledge the 

of the Acacian section of Arians was Son to be the *' genuine and natural 

intended to be used against the Semi- offspring of the Father," are not far 

Arians, who called the Son Homoiou- from accepting even the " Hombou- 

sion, **like in essence." Acacius and sion." The whole question, in fact, 

his friends objected to this '* techni- turned on the sense of the word Son, 

cal " phrase, and advocated the " sim- as applied to our Ijord. Was His 

pier" phrase, " Like." The result, Sonship real, and therefore unique, 

with many minds, was practically to and truly Divine ? Then He was ne- 

prepare the way for the Ultra-Arian cessarily " of one essence with the Fa- 

"Anomoion," " Unlike." For "Like" ther." If He was not thug one with 

was understood in the sense of mere the Father, He was a Son by mere 

moral affinity ; and this was consist- adoption and g^race ; cf. Hilary de 

en t with the Ultra-Arian position. See Trin.xii.2. "Nostra tantnmhffic sola 

Newman's Arians, p. 312 ff. ; comp. relig^o est, Filium confiteri non 

Athan. de. Sjrnod. 36 ; see Jerome adopti^nim, sed natum." On the full 

adv. Lucifer. 18, " For the rejection of force of the term "Only-begotten," 

" the word Usia, a plausible argument see Liddon, Bamp. I^ect. p. 233. 
" was offered ; it was not found in * This may have partly suggested 

" Scripture," &c. So Hilary says that the addition made in the revision of 

Constantius (under Acacian influence) the Creed. S. Basil wrote to Epipba- 

" would not have any words used nius about 377, that he had told cer- 

which were not in Scripture," c. tain brethren, " We cannot make the 

Const. 16. This principle, which had slightest addition to the Nicene Creed, 

been suggested by earlier Arianizers, except the giving of glory to the Holy 

was embodied in what is called the Spirit, because our fathers did but 

" Second Sirmian " Creed of 357, in casually mention that point," Ep. 258. 

the " Dated Creed " of Sirmium, the 2. comp. Ep. 140. 2. See Swete on 

Acacians' Creed read at Seleucia, and Doctrine of Holy Spirit, p. 34. 
the Creed which was at last, under * So Athanasius ad Scrap, i. 17, 

pressure, accepted by the Council of " The whole Trinity is one God." So 

Ariminum in 359. It is criticized by says Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. 6. 13: 

Phoebadius [A.D. 358.] in De Fid. and in Orat. 25. 17 he anticipates the 

Orth. c. 3. Galland. v. 259. " Quicunque" by saying, " Unity to 

r So in the De Synodis, 41, he says be adored iu Tnnity, and Trinity in 

that Semi-Arians, such as Basil of Unity." 



THE EPISTLE TO THE AFRICAN BISHOPS. 

INTRODUCTION. 

Thb use of the word ** Africa" was at' this time in an intermediate stage. 
One of the great dioceses of the Empire had acquired the name now ex- 
tended to the continent : it included six provinces, the chief being Africa 
Proconsularis, the original "Africa," the metropolis of which was Carthage. 
It is to the bishops of this " diocese" that the present letter is addressed, in 
368 or 369, in the name of a Council of Egyptian prelates, for the purpose 
of destroying any prestige that might attach to the name of the Western 
Council of Ariminum, which, after beginning well, had ended so disas- 
trously by acquiescing in an Arianizing creed. The authority of the 
Nicene CoundLis held up as all-sufficient and final: and the "Africans" 
are exhorted to abide simply by its Creed. The two most notorious Western 
Arians, tJrsacius and Valens, whose "blasphemy," says S. Hilary, (c. Const. 
26) '* the Africans bad condemned" in the reign of Constantius, bad been 
recently excommunicated by a Council held at Rome by Damasus : but the 
letter expresses surprise that Auxentius, the astute Arian who held the 
g^reat see of Milan, and by a disingenuous profession of faith in Christ's 
Divinity had contrived to secure the good opinion of Valentinian I. (see 
Hilary c. Auxentium) was not included in that censure. 

SYNODIC AL LETTER OF THE BISHOPS OF 
EGYPT TO THE BISHOPS OF (WESTERN) 

AFRICA. 

1. We* may well be content with what has been written 
by our beloved fellow minister Damasus **, bishop of Great 
Rome, and such a large number of bishops who assembled 
with him, and not less so with the decisions of the other 

* The opening passage is translated have no means of knowing ; but we 

by Waterland, Works, i. 549. can say that he used bis success well." 

^ Damasus became bishop of Rome Diet. Cbr. Biogr. The allusion to 
in the autumn of 366, amid scenes of Synodical writings issued by him re- 
violent conflict between his partisans fers to the Roman council of 367 or 
and those of his rival Ursicinns, as to 368 : the next Council in which the 
which the Pagan historian Ammia- consubstantiality of the Holy Trinity 
nus gives some details, xxvii. 3. 13. was affirmed, and Auxentius (see be- 
Charges directly implicating Dama- low) was excommunicated, (Mansi, 
sus were made in a still extant docu- Gone. iii. 443. Sozomen, vi. 23. Theo- 
ment by two presbyters of the un- doret ii. 32,) is referred by TiUemont 
successful party. "What he would and Maran to 371, by Hefele to 369. 
have replied to these accusations, we 



*'24 Nicene Creed widely accepted. 

Ad Afr. Councils which were held in Gaul ^ and Italy, concerning the 
sJ sound faith, which was bestowed by Christ, proclaimed by 
the apostles, and handed down by the fathers who assem- 
bled at Nicaea from all parts of the Roman world. For 
all this solicitude was then shown on account of the Arian 
heresy, in order that those who had fallen into it might 
be recovered, and those who had invented it might be ex- 
posed. In this faith, then, the whole world long ago 
agreed: and now also, many councils having been held, 
all those in Dalmatia and Dardania, Macedonia, Epirus, 
Greece, Crete, and the other islands, Sicily ^, and Cyprus, 
and Pamphylia, Lycia, Isauria, and all Egypt and the 
Libyas, and very many in Arabia, have been reminded of, 
and have recognized this creed; and admired those who 
signed it ; because if there had been left among them any 
bitter plant springing up from the root of the Arians — ^we 
mean Auxentius®, and Ursacius, and Valens*, and those 
who think as they do, — such persons were by means of their 

<^ Compare Ep. to Epict. 1. The that profession, together with an 
council of Paris in 361, which dedar- avowd of adhesion to the Council 
ed in favour of the Nicene creed, of Ariminum. According* to Hilary, 
(Hilary, Fragment 11,} may have been Aoxentius had begun his career as a 
in his thoughts together with the presbyter under Gregory, the Arian 
Synod held by Liberius for the recep- usurper of the see of Alexandria in 
tion of three envoys of a number of 340. S. Ambrose, who succeeded him 
Semi-Arian bishops who in 366 re- as bishop, described him as a perse- 
solved to adopt the Nicene faith, and cutor of Catholics. (Sermo de Basili- 
so to obtain the help of the Western as tradendis.) 
Church and of Valentinian, against ' Ursacius bishop of Singidunum, 
the tyranny of the Arianizing Valens. and Valens bishop of Mursa, were 
Soc. iv. 12. Arian prelates described in 839 as 

^ After their visit to Rome, these '* young both in years and in mind," 

envoys professed the Nicene faith be- Athan. Apol. c. Arian. 13. who took 

fore a Council in Si^y and were re- an active part in the Arian attempt 

ceived into Commui^on, Soc. iv. 12. to ruin Athanasius by false charges, 

« See Athan. Encycl. ad Mg, 7. ib. They recanted Arianism at a 
<* him they call Auxentius," and Hist. Council of Milan in 345, and again 
Arian. 75. that he was transferred in 347 in the presence of Julius of 
from Cappadocia to the see of Milan Rome, and wrote in a friendly strain 
after the expulsion of Dionysius (in to Athanasius, Ath. Apol. c. Arian. 
355) and he was a man "of busi- 1. 58. Hist. Arian. 26: but in 351 
ness rather than religion." Hilary of they recanted their recantation, pre- 
Poitiers wrote a book '* Contra Aux- tending that it had been made under 
entium," advising the faithful of fear of the Western Emperor Con- 
Milan to eschew his communion, and stans, (who had been slain in 350,) 
denouncing the insincerity of his pro- ib. 29, a pretence refuted in detail by 
fessions of belief in Christ's "true Athanasius, Apol. c. Arian. 59. ff. Va- 
Divinity," which had deceived the lens, the abler of the two, was ** the 
orthodox Valentinian. At the end champion of Arianism*' in the Latin 
of this tract is Auxentius's letter to Church, and gained the favour of Con- 
Valentinian and Valens, containing stantius by a " fortunate artifice" at 



Authority of Nicene Council. 25 

writings cut off and cast away. Enough, then, and suffi- 
cient in themselves, as we said before, were the conclusions 
arrived at in Nicsea, for the overthrow of every impious / 
heresy, and for the security and advancement of the doc- 
trine of the Church. But since we have heard that some 
persons are minded to fight against that doctrine, and at- 
tempt to bring forward the name of a certain council as 
held at Ariminum, and contend that it, rather than the 
Nicene Council, should be held authoritative : we deem it 
necessary to write and admonish you not to tolerate such 
men as these, for this is nothing else than a new offshoot 
of the Arian heresy. For what is the real aim of persons 
who set aside the Council which was held against that 
heresy, i. e. the Nicene Council, if it is not that Arianisra 
shall prevail ? What then do they deserve but to be call- 
ed Arians,' and to share the same punishment which was 
inflicted on the Arians? they who have neither stood in 
awe of the Divine saying. Remove not the ancient boun- prov. 22. 
daries which thy fathers set up, and, He who curseth father ^8. 
or mother, let him die the death, nor have paid any regard 17. 
to the fathers who decreed that those who held opinions 
contrary to their confession should be anathema. 

2. For on this account did the Council of Nicaea take 
place as oecumenical, three hundred and eighteen bishops ^ 
having assembled together to treat of the faith, because of 
the Arian impiety, that there might never again be held 
any particular Councils on the pretext of treating of the ^ 
faith, but that even if they were held, they might be of no 
authority. For what is wanting to the Nicene Council, 
that anyone should seek for something newer ? It is full of 
true religion**, beloved. This is the Council that has filled 
the whole world: it is this which has been recognized even 
by Indians*, and by all Christians who dwell among the 
other barbaric nati9ns. Vain then is the labour of men 

the time of the battle of Mursa, New. more or less." The number 318, here 

man's Arians, p. 286. see Sulp. Se- given, has been accepted by later wri- 

Terus, Hist. Sac. ii. 38. Hilary says ters ; and Liberius had already con- 

that be forcibly prevented Dionysius nected it with Gen. 14. 14: Soc. iv. 12. 

of Milan from , signing the Nicene ^ 'Evtrefieias, cf. Tome, 8. 

Creed at Milan, ad Const, i. 8. For ' Apparently, the Ethiopians or 

his trickery at Ariminum, see Jerome Abyssinians under Frumentius or 

adv. Lucif. 18, Sulpicius ii. 44. Salama, whom Athanasius had con. 

8 In Hist. Ari. 66. he says, " 300 secrated as their bishop. 



2^ Vmfjms 

jLi> Jkriu who hare often made attempts 2saix»t it. For up to this 
time soeh persoos hare held tea councils and somevbat 
more, changing their groond at each, taking aw«T some 
things firom their earlier coonczls^ n^aking alteratioiis in, 
and additions to, the later^. And to this dar tfaer hare 
got no good by all their writing, sappressing^ using force, 
ft. Half, not knowing ikai erery plami tckick the Father in bearen 
l^rv^K ^^^ ^"^ planted skati be rooted mp : while the Word of 
the Lfifrd^ spoken throogh the CEcomenical Council in Xi- 
eaea, alndeth for erer. For if one ^ets numbers against 
numbers, tbe members of the Nicene Council are as moch 
more numerous than those of the pardcolar cooncils, as 
the whole is greater than the part. And if any one wishes 
to distingoish the cause for holding the Nicene Ccmncil 
from the causes of those many subsequent councils assem- 
bled by those men, he will find that it was the Nicene 
wiiich had the reasonable cause, and the others which were 



k CMBfore tfce ranrla in Atkaa. Dated creed or 'creed of tike Con. 

de SfiM^ 14, 32. as to tfce maaifold sobtcs:^) tbe AcaciaBs' at Seicocia, 

faranlarKs of tbe Ariaa sjnods. In andtbatcf **Co«taBtiMifle:" Bweia 

tbat work be redcons elrreo sacb do- all, 5. 41. It b to be ob Mit e d tbat 

cnBeiitft,Le. tbefosrso-^aOedoftbe tbe Creed of tbe Conaaiata (gif«i 

IKdficatiofi CouMil of Antiocb, tbe in De Sjnocfis, 10) and tbe Creed of 

•« 31 aerostiefa,'' tbe ''first SimuaD," Mn-AraBmarnXoaslaBtiiiofle (%. 



tbe "^ second Sovian " (called br S. 30) were botb of tbe Honeeui or 
HIIarj«*blaspbeiBO«H,'*)tbe''foiirtb'' Acacian trpe: wbereas tbe Antio- 



or Creed dated bj tbe Con- cbeae fomrala of 361 was ADOOMean, 
solates (Wbitson Ere, 359,) the Aca. and tbe *« tda^bemmB" creed cdkd 



eian fiomralary presented at S cl enc ia , tbe second Sbwan came rerf 

Sept. 359 ; tbat of Ariminam (wfaicb to tbe AnosMiioo (ib. S8.) It was 

bad been drawn up at Nic^ in Oct. the Acacian trpe wfaicb triompbed at 
359, see Soc. S. 37;) that of Antioch 



(361.) And S. Hilarj, ad Const. S. Councils" maj be tiins reckoned: 1. 

5. (rlietoricallj identifying^ himself that of Tyre and Jensalem : 8. the 

with the authors of these formulas) Dedication CooncO: 3. tbat <if the 

** We settle creeds by^ the jear or the Macrostidi : 4, 5. 6, 7. niar at Sir- 

month," hut', (quoted in Newman's mium, Le. tiiat of 351 against PhoCi. 

Arians, p. 459.) Hilazy tells us also nns, &c that of the ** Uaqphemia," 

of the true *'fint Sumian" confes- that of the Sani-Arian '^comi 



sion, Arian in character, but yery tion " in 358, and tiiat of tiie Dated 

brief, framed at Sirmium 347 — 8, Creed; 8. Arbninnm; 9. Constantino- 

Fragm. 2. 24 : and Lndfer (Morien- pie in 360 * 10. Antioch in 361. To 

dnm, 18) and Sulpicius (iL i&) of an these might be added the conncQ of 

Arian formula put forth in Constan- Constantincqile in 335, the councO of 

tins's name at M3an in 355. Socrates Philippopoiis, held by tbe Arianiring 

reckons two Antiocfaenecreeds, a third seceders from Sardica, the councfl of 

sent to Constans (the so-called fourth Beners in 356, the Anomcean councQ 

of Antioch ; the third, by^ Tlieophro- of Antioch early in 358, the Semi- 

nius, he ignores:) a fourth carried by Arian councils of Ancyra and Selen- 

Eudoxius into Italy (the Macrostich:) cia, and the councfl or confierence of 

three Sirmian (one of which was the Nic^. 



contrasted with the Nicene. 27 

brought together by violence, on account of hatred and 
contentiousness. For the Nicene was assembled on ac- 
count of the Arian heresy, and on account of the Paschal 
festival^, since those in Syria, Cilicia, and Mesopotamia 
were at variance with us, and kept it themselves at the 
time at which the Jews kept it. But, thanks to the Lord, 
as about the faith, so about the holy festival ", an agree- 
ment took place. And this was the cause of the Nicene 
Council: but the subsequent ones were indeed innumer- 
able, and were held in opposition^ to the CEcumenical 
Council. 

3'. These points, then, being thus made clear **, who will 
adopt the position of those who refer to® the Ariminian 
Council, or any other than the Nicene ? Who will not de- 
test those who set aside the decisions of the fathers, and 
prefer the more recent decisions made at Ariminum by 
means of contentiousness and violence p ? And who will 
choose to concur with these men, who do not even accept 
their own conclusions? For they, by writing different 
things at different times in their own councils, some ten or 
more, as we said above, are plainly seen to have become 
accusers of each of those councils, and are in much the 
same condition as those Jewish traitors of old : for as the 
latter left the fountain of living waters^ and hewed out for jer. 2. 
themselves broken cisterns which could hold no water, as it *^* 
is written by the prophet Jeremiah, so these men, in their 
warfare against the one and (Ecumenical Council, hewed out 
for themselves many councils, and all their councils have 
been shown to be empty, like a handful of corn without H^g^ g^ 
strength. Let us then, refuse to tolerate those who refer 5^- 

1 On the Paschal question, as regard to the reckoning of the equi- 

brought before the Nicene Council, nox, the Council practically followed 

see Hefele, Hist. Councils, s. 37. cf. the Alexandrian rule rather than the 

Athan. de Synodis. 5. Roman, for it directed the bishop of 

™ See Constantine's letter on this Alexandria to announce the right daj 

point, Euseb. Vit. Con. iii. 17. Soc. for Easter, annually, to the Roman 

i. 9. The settlement arrived at was. Church, which was to pass on the in. 

that not only should Easter, the formation to other churches. 
Christian " Pascha," be always cele- " This passage is quoted by Theo- 

brated on a Sunday, but that if the doret. Hist. ii. 23. 
day of the Jewish Passover fell on a *» Literally, " name," " mention." 
Sunday, Easter Day should be the p See the account in Newman's 

Sunday after ; and that it should be Arians, p. 359, and see below c. 4. 
kept after the vernal equinox. In 



28 Council of Ariminum began well, 

Ao Ara. to the Ariminian council % or any other than the Nicene. 
For those who do refer to the Ariminian, seem not to be 
aware of what was done at it : otherwise they would have 
been silent. For you know, beloved, having yourselves 
been informed by those who went from your country 
to Ariminum', how Ursacius and Valens, Eudoxius' and 
Auxentius^ — and Demophilus" was there with them — were 
deposed ', for having desired to adopt some other formu- 

^ About a year before, sixtj.six voys who carried the <^ Macrostich " 

Semi^rian bishops bad Mgnified to creed into Italy, Soc u. 18. *'He 

Pope Liberius their acceptance of the afterwards joined the Anomceans," 

Kicene Creed, and their rejection of (Newman's Arians p. 285,) and made 

that which was ** read " at Ariminnm. their leader Actios his companion ; 

liberius answered that '* almost all procured the see of Antioch by an in- 

those who had been decei\*ed or misled tri|i^e in 358: was transferred to 

at Ariminum had come to a right Constantinople in January of 360, 

luiud, and anathematized the creed of and siynaliied his accession by utter- 

those who were there assembled, and ing a ** wanton impiety," (Newman) 

signed the Catholic and Apostolic intended to condense the Arian theory 

(\Wd which was divinely put forth at into a terse form. He was the ooain 

Niciea,*' see Soc. iv. li. Jerome teUs instigator of the Arian persecution 

us how earnestly many of the bislu^ under Valens ; his real sympathies 

who had been bt^r^led or terrorised were with the extreme Arians, but 

at Ariminum afterwards protested he had not courage to support Aetius 

»*by the Body of the Lord*' that they against thedbpleasure of Constantius, 

had never wufully abandoned the true nor Eunomius against the indignation 

fiiith, adv. liudler. 19. See Tillemont, of his orthodox diocese of Cyzicus. 

vi. 4<>i. A Roman council of A. D. He died in 370. 
371 writes to the lUyriaus, (Theod. ii« * So he says in de Synod. 9; but the 

ii.) that the Ariminiau bbhops de. original document in Hilary's Frag- 

dared that thev had not understood ment 7 omits Auxentius and Demo- 

that the creed presented to them was philus. Auxentius afterwards dairn- 

contrary to the Nicene. ^ Neque ed the Coundl as In his ^roor, Uil. 

euim,** says the original Latin, Mansi, c. Aux. 15. 

in. 459« ^^ pnqudicium afiquod nasci * Bbhop of Bcnsa In Thrace : an 

potttit ex numero eorum qui apud Arian of the Acacian party. In 370 

Ariminum con\~efieffunt,** fOr neither he became the Arian bishop of Con> 



the Bbhop of Rome, ^ oiyus ante stantinopie, Soc. It. 34, whore be was 
iMMaw Ittit expetenda sententia«" nor said to have an outward appearance of 



\lncefit(«)^Capua)« nor others such as orthodoxy and piety, Basil, Ep. 48. In 

lhe%\ gavY assent to the decisions. 380 he was expelied by Thcodosius, 

&c.' The bishops at Ariminum num- Soc. t. 6. PhUostorgiiB, the ultra- 

bered ^ rather more than 40U.** SuU Arian hbtorian, say« that be was a 

piciiKsiL4l. Hifaunr say« that this confused, impetoMB speaker, and that 

councils *^ has been ivfigiuttisly annul* he supposed the ^ DiTinity of Christ " 

hrd by all«*^ c. Aux. 8. * (^in the unreal Ariaa sesse) to have 

' As Restittttifes of Carthage« and swallowed up klb huaanitr — a sort 

M«soiuifes> from the BTiaceiieprovinci^. of anticipatioa of EutychianisaB, bvt 

The ktter was Tenmbie 1^ his age, coosbtent with the Aran idieas, see c. 

Jerome adv. l4ici6nr« 18. ApoUin. L 15. In oae of the letters 

* According to Philostorgius^ iv. 4> ascribed to liberiiB« Deaftophilus b 

KudiudiB was the son of a martyr, named as haring persuaded him to 

He was an Arian be&Nrv 331 : for a Ariantfe. UiL F^ragm. liL d. 

time he acted with the ^ Eife$ebams«*^ "" See UeMe. Hist. Covncik, 8i?. 



and« having beeu eievted bfehop of TheexcommunacataMi^ 

Cienwuucia« wa:^ omk' of the three' eu- JuK :f 13^ 5!^. acvocdiBg to Hilarr, 



but ended by forfeiting authority. 29 

lary than the Nicene: when also, being called upon to 
anathematize the Arian heresy, they declined to do so, and 
chose rather to be its patrons. But the bishops, those 
genuine servants of the Lord, and true believers, in num- 
ber nearly two hundred, wrote down this, that they were 
content with the Nicene Council alone, and did not seek 
for, or think of, anything more or less than that. This, 
too, they signified to Constantius, who also had ordered 
the Council to be held y. But those who had been deposed 
at Ariminum went off to Constantius, and caused the 
others who had expressed their mind against them to be 
insulted, and to be threatened that they should not return 
to their dioceses, and to suffer violence in Thrace in the 
same winter, so that they might submit to the new deci- 
sions made by them ^. 

4. If then any persons mention Ariminum, let them 
first bring forward the deposition of the above named, and 

Frafpnent 7, where the bishop who On their return, they were excom- 

moves it, so to say, gives as the rea. municated by the Council ; but at last 

son, that the persons in question, the Council itself was led by similar 

Ursacius, Valens, Germinius, Caius, treatment to follow their example. 

.(Auxentius and Demophilus being Sulpidus says that this creed (of Nice) 

omitted) " have, by continually chang- was written by unprincipled men, ** ab 

ing their creeds, disturbed all the improbis hominibus,'* who wrapped 

churches, and are now trying to in. up its meaning in deceptive words, ii. 

fase their heretical opinions into' 43. It put aside "the word ousia" 

Christian minds ; for they want to sub- as ambiguous and non-Scriptural, and 

vert the Nicene formulary, and they while acknowledging the Son to be 

have also brought here a creed writ- like to the Father, it implicitly sug- 

ten by themselves which it was not gested the idea of His " inequality.'* 

lawful for us to accept." It seems The great body of the bishops at Ari- 

that after this proposal in favour of minum, partly from weariness, partly 

the Dated Creed had been rejected, from weakness, at last accepted it. 

they made another attempt with some Valens and Ursacius, he adds (c. 44), 

altered version of it, Fragfm. 8. recommended the few who stood out 

y See a free version of their letter to accept it as ** Catholic ;" to reject 

in Athan. de Synodis, 10. The original it, they said, would be to increase dis- 

Jiatin is in Hilary, Fragment 8. cord : but it might, if they wished, be 

* Hefele, 1. c. The orthodox but made clearer by additions. Thebishops 

inexperienced deputies from Arimi- caught at this idea, and proposed cer- 

num were compelled by Constantius tain anathemas which were more or 

to meet Valens, Ursacius, and other less anti-Arian. Valens proposed an- 

Arians at Nic^ in Thrace, where on other which embodied an old Arian 

October 10, 359, as we see by the statement, **The Son of Ood is not a 

record gfiven by Hilary, Fragment creature like the rest of the crea- 

8, they were harassed and deluded tures:" and the bishops, not seeing 

into accepting an Acacian formula, what this implied, acquiesced in it. 

which called the Son simply " like to By such artifices the creed of Nic^ be- 

the Father," omitting" in all things," came the creed of Ariminum. Com- 

and proscribing both " ousia" and pare Jerome adv. liucif. 18. 
** hypostasis." See Ath. de Syn. 30. 



30 "Hypostasis " a Scriptural term. 

Ad Afe. what the bishops wrote, saying that no one ought to seek 
for anything more than the decisions made by the fathers 
at Xicaea, nor mention 'any other Council but that one. 
But these things they conceal, while they put forward what 
was done by violence in Thrace, whereby they show that 
they undertake to represent • the Arian heresy, and are alien 
from the sound faith. And if any one chooses to examine, 
side by side, that great Council itself and those which they 
have originated, he will find how orthodox was the one, 
how senseless the others. Those who met at Niceea were 
not deposed before they met, but confessed the Son to be 
"from the essence of the Father;*' but these men having 
been deposed once and twice \ and a third time at Arimi- 
num itself, dared to write that one " ought not to say that 
God had an essence or a hypostasis.'* From this one may 
observe, brethren, how those at Nicaea are full of the very 

Ezod. 3. ... * 

14. * spirit of the Scriptures, for God says, in Exodus, / am He 

\r'^' ^^^ ***^' *^^ ^y Jeremiah, TVho is on His foundation and 
(LXX.) has seen His word? and a little after. If they had stood on 
6wo<rr^ My foundation^ and heard My words. *^ Now * hypostasis ' 
twoorl- is essence, and has no other meaning than the very thing 
y^ ^ which exists, which Jeremiah calls " existence," saying, 
10. * And they heard not the voice of " existence *.'* For * hypos- 
(LXX.) tasis' and essence are existence. For it is, and exists. 
Heb. 1. With this in his mind, Paul wrote to the Hebrews ^, Who 
^' being an effulgence of His glory , and the exact impress of 

His * hypostasis'.^ But those persons who think that they 
understand the Scriptures, and give themselves the title of 
wise, not choosing to use the word * hypostasis * about God, 
(for this is what they wrote at Ariminum, and in other coun- 
cils of theirs \) how can it be said that they were not justly 
Ps. 14. u deposed, when they themselves say^ like the fool in his 

• "Oi^cf ^OKpircd, playing the * *T«-(ip^€»s,'Le. of any living thing*, 

part of. ' Observe the unhesitating ascrip. 

^ They had been deposed by the tion of this Epistle to S. Paul. So in 

Council of Sardica, Ath. Apol. c. Ari. Ad Epict. 5. c. Apollin. i. 4. Ep. Mg. 

49; and were condemned by the " Af- 13. &c., see Westcott on the Canon of 

ricans" (see Introd.) N. T. p. 364. 

' Compare Orat. c. Arian. iii. 63. k In Orat. c. Ari. iii. 65 he takes 

'* For if we do but hear about God, 6wo<rrd<r€co5 in Heb. 1.3 to mean 

we know and understand that He is " essence." 

He who is.*' ^ At the Sirmian councils of 357 

^ *< Hypostasis;" see Tome, 5 and (the *' blasphemia ") and 359, (the 

note. Dated Creed.) 



Avian cavils at ^^ HomoousionJ^ 31 

heart. There is no God^F Again, the fathers taught at 
Nicaea that the Son, the Word, was not a creature, not a 
thing made : for they had read. All things came into being g. john 
through Him, and in Him all things were created and do J; ^• 
subsist. But those men, being rather Arians than Chris- ig/ 
tians, have dared in those other councils of their own to 
say that He is a creature, and one of those things made, 
of which the Word Himself is Framer and Maker. For if 
all things came into being through Him, and He Himself 
also is a creature. He would then be His own Creator. 
And how can that which is created, create ? or how is the 
Creating One created ? 

5. But neither in that position do they feel shame while 
they say such things as render them detested by all ; while 
they refer to " Ariminum *' simply, yet are proved to have 
been actually deposed therein. And as to that sentence 
which was written at Niceea, that the Son is " coessential 
with the Father," on account of which they profess to con- 
tend against the Council, and make a noise on all sides like 
the buzzing of gnats ; concerning that phrase, either they 
stumble upon it in ignorance, like those who stumble on Rom, 9. 
that stone of stumbling placed in Sion : or else they do un- ^' 
derstand it, but go on fighting and ceaselessly murmuring 
just because it is a true and correct decision against their 
heresy. For it is not the phrases which annoy them, but 
the condemnation of themselves which was involved in the 
Nicene decision ; and if they would fain conceal the fact, 
although they know it, yet it is our duty to mention it, 
that thereby also we may exhibit the truthful accuracy of 
the great Council. For when the assembled bishops ^ were 
resolved to put down the impious phrases invented by the 
Arians, that the Son was from things which did not exist, 
and that the Son was a creature and a thing made, and that 
there was a period when He was not, and that He was of 
a changeable nature *, aiid to write down the acknowledged 
sayings of Scripture, that the Word is from God, by na- 

' Here it must be owned, he undu- most of this passage in Newman's 

ly strains the argument. Those whom Arians, p. 238. 

he attacks merely objected to the use * Compare lists of Arian proposi- 

of a technical term or two. tions in Orat. c. Arian. i. 5. de Synodis 

k Quoted by Theodoret, i. 8. See 14. Ep. ad iEgypt. 12. 



32 Why the Nicene phrases were adopted. 

Ad Apr. ture Only-begotten, the only Power and Wisdom of the 

1 S.Jobn Father, true God. as John saith"*, and, as Paul wrote, ef- 

' ' fulgence of the Father^ s glory and impress of His hypostasis : 

the Eusebians, drawn away by their own vain opinions, 

began to say to each other °, " Let us agree to this, for we 

1 Cor. 8. also are from God ° : for there is one God, from whom are 

2 Cor 5 ^^^ things, and, The old things are passed away, behold, all 
17, 18. things are become new, and all things are from God!^ They 

also took account of that passage in the " Shepherd V* 
" First of all things believe that the God who created and 
organized all things, and brought them out of non-exist- 
ence into existence, is one." But the bishops having ob- 
served their craftiness and the artifice of impiety, gave a 
clearer explanation of the phrase " from God/' and wrote 
that the Son was "from the essence of God^/' that the 
creatures might be said to be "from God," because they are 
not from themselves without a cause, but have a beginning' 
of their coming into existence, but the Son alone might be 
regarded as proper to the Father's essence, for this properly 
belongs to an only-begotten and veritable son in regard to a 
father. And this was the occasion of the adoption of the 
phrase, "from the essence." Again, when the bishops 
; asked those who seemed to be a small number whether 
** they would say that the Son was not a creature, but the 
only Power and Wisdom of the Father, and in all points 
the eternal and unvarying image ■ of the Father, and true 

^ He so interprets the text in Orat. phrase represented the Son as the true 

c. Ari. iii. 20. Ep. ^Egypt. 13. or genuine Son of the Father. 

" Compare tlie parallel description ' 'ApxfiVt used of a beginning of 

of the private colloquies of the Arian- existence, as of what did not exist 

isers at Nicsea in Athan.de Deer. Nic. from eternity: as Orat. c. Arian ii. 

20, " They were caught whispering 52 ; iv. 26 : not as when the Father is 

to each other, and winking with their called &px^ ^^ principium of the exist- 

eyes " &c. ence of the Son, e. g. Orat. c. Arian. 

^ This quibble was suggested by iv. 1. comp. Newman, Tracts Theol. 

George, then an Alexandrian priest, and Eccl. p. 122. 

afterwards bishop of Liaodicea. Athan. * EIkSvu . . . iLTrapAWoucrov Korh irdv- 

de Synod. 17. to. The phrase, ** unvarying image 

p Hermas, Pastor, Mand. 1. The of God," i. e. fully adequate represent- 

passage is cited by Athanasius again, ation of the Father, was thus proposed 

de Incarn. Verbi, 3; deDecr. Nic. 18, by the bishops at Nicsea, and, like 

referring, as here, to the Arian misuse other phrases, accepted by the few 

of it. See other citations in Irenseus Arians in an evasive sense. It was 

iv. 20. 2 : Origen de Princip. i. 3. 3 : afterward adopted by the Semi-Arians, 

Eusebius, v. 8. and taken into the creed of the Dedi- 

4 See Athan.de Synod. 36, that this cation Council of Antioch, Athan. de 



Sense of leasts embodied in ^^ Homoousion,^^ 33 

God, they caught the Eusebians making signals to each 
other, to this effect, "These expressions belong to us 
also, for we are called God^s image and glory; and of us it l Cor. 
is said. For we, the living y alway^ ; and there are manyg^^J^ ^ 
' powers,' and all the power of the Lord went forth from the li. 
land of Egypt f and the caterpillar and the locust^ are called ^y^ ' 
a great power ^ and. The Lord of powers is with us, the God Joel 2. 
of Jacob is our helper. And we indeed are in the position p^] 4g 7^ 
of belonging properly to God, not in a commonplace way, 
but because He has called us brethren. And if also, they 
even call the Son true * God/ that does not trouble us : for 
since He has been made so. He is true (God*.) '' 

6. Such were the unsound thoughts of the Arians. But 
here also the bishops, perceiving their craftiness, collected y 
from the Scriptures the phrase, " effulgence,'^ and theHeb. 1.3. 
" fountain," and " stream," and " impress " in relation to 
" hypostasis," and the texts. In thy light shall we see light, Ps. 36. 9. 
and, / and the Father are one. And then they inserted in S.John 
their formulary a clearer and compendious phrase, that the 
Son was " coessential with the Father :" for all the expres- 
sions above quoted have this meaning. And the Arians 
cavil, that the phrases chosen are " not in Scripture," is 
proved by their own language to be idle : for it is after 
they have supported their impiety by means of non-Scrip- 
tural phrases % (for the phrases, " Out of nothing," and, 
" Once there was (a period) when He was not %" are non- 

Sjnodis 23, 37 : see note on the pas- ' I. e. " if He, being in fact a crea- 

sage, Athan. Treatises i. 106, that the ture, has received from the Father the 

Catholics insisted on its true sense as title of true God, we recognize Him 

really amounting to the idea of the by that title." The affinity of Arian- 

Homoousion ; for none but a coessen- ism to Polytheism comes out here, 

tial Son could be a perfect Image of the Arians had no difficulty about the ac-i 

Father. Athanasius asks the Acacians knowledgment of a titular Divinity : 

who rejected the Homoiousion as well and this explains their readiness to 

as the Homoousion, how they could call the Son " God." 

profess at the Seleucian Council in 359 y On this concentration of the sense 

to have no objection to the Antiochenc of several texts into the one word 

Creed, which contained the phrase, Homoousion, see Ath. de Syn. 45. 

** unvarying Image," &c. de Synodis De<T. Nic. 20: and his successor Peter 

38. in Theod. iv. 22. 

' A curious instance of catching at 'A favourite retort of his, de Synod. 

a word or two of a sentence, in total 36. Orat. c. Ari. 1 . 30. 

disregard of context. •» For ^v 8t€ ovk ^v 6 'Ti6sf see Soc. 

^ This audacious comparison was i. 5. Dionysius of Rome had used, "If 

afterwards put forward in a treatise the Son came into existence, ^y 5t6 

by Asterius the Arian ** sophist," ovk ^v" as a reductio ad absurdum : 

Athan. de Synodis 18. ap. Ath. Deer. Nic. 26. According to 

D 



84 " Homoousion " not a novel term. 

Ad Afr. Scriptural,) that they complain of having been condemned 
on the ground of non-Scriptural expressions devised in the 
interest of true religion. These men, then, as if sprung 

S.Johti from a dunghill, have indeed spoken from the earth: but 
• * the bishops wrote as they did, not as if they had found 
out their phrases for themselves, but as preserving the 
testimony derived from fathers: for bishops of old time, 
about a hundred and thirty years ago, those I mean of 
great Rome and of our city^ rebuked in writing those 
who called the Son a creature and not coessential with the 
Father. And this fact was known to Eusebius, sometime 
bishop of Caesarea, who at first went along with the Arian 
heresy % but afterwards signed (the Creed) in the Nicene 
Council itself, and affirmed in a letter to his own people, 
" We know that among the ancients certain learned and 
eminent bishops and writers have used the word * coessen- 
tial ' in reference to the Godhead of the Father and the 
Son d.'' 

7. Why then do they still mention Ariminum, where 
they were deposed ? Why do they decline the authority 
of the Nicene Council, in which even their fathers, by 
signing, acknowledged that the Son was from the essence 
of, and coessential with, the Father ? Why do they run 
about ? for now it is not only against the bishops who as- 
sembled at Niceea that they are fighting, but also against 

Socrates, this proposition was the first is in error here (as also in de Synod, 

announced by Arians. See Newman's 44.) as to the date : it was little more 

Arians, p.211. than 100 years before tl^e time at 

** Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, which he was writing, 
was complained of to Dionysius, bishop '^ The question of the Arianism or 

of Rome, about 260, on account of orthodoxy of Eusebius would hardly 

language which seemed to represent have assumed prominence but for his 

the Son as a creature. He explained " indisputable alliance with the Arian 

himself by quoting some phrases of party " (Bp. Lightfoot, in Diet. Chr. 

his which distinctly recognized the Biog.); hence Newman says that "his 

Son's coeternity, and others which acts are his confession," Arians, p. 269. 

" did not differ in meaning from the He was swayed by admiration for Ori- 

phrase * coessential,' although he had genandfearof Sabellianism. He once 

not used it, not having found it in in a letter denied Christ to be true 

Scripture." see Athan. de Sent. Diony- God, Ath. de Syn. 17. See an account 

sii, 15, IS.seedeDecr. Nic. 25. Atha- of his life by the present translator, 

nasius defends Dionysius's orthodoxy in the edition of his History published 

by arguing that he was speaking only at the Clarendon Press in 1873. 
of our Lord's Manhood. Dionysius ^ See the letter of Eusebius to his 

of Rome, in an extant fragment, own diocese, c. 7. at the end of Athan. 

strongly asserts the Divinity of the de Deer. Nic: and in Theodoret i. 12. 

Son with the Trinity in Unity. Athan. Cp. Deer. Nic. 3. 



" Hbmoion " used /or mere moral likeness. 35 

their own great bishops, and against their own friends. Of 
whom then are they the heirs and successors ? How can 
they apply the word ^ fathers ® ' to those whose confes- 
sion, so excellently and apostolically framed, they do not 
accept? Else, if they think that they are able to con- 
tradict it, let them say, or rather answer, that they may 
be proved to come into collision with themselves: Do 
they believe the Son when He says, / and the Father s. John 
are One, and. He that hath seen Me hath seen the Father ? }^ ^' ^^ 
"Yes," they will say, "since it is written, we believe it." 
But if they are further asked to say how They are one^, 
and how he that hath seen the Son hath seen the Father, 
they will certainly, I presume, say, "In respect of like- 
ness," unless they have completely come into agreement 
with those whose opinions are akin to their own, and who 
are called Anomoeans ^. But if they are again asked. How 
is He like? they will be bold to say, that by "perfect vir- 
tue and agreement He wills the same as the Father, and 
wills not what the Father wills not ^*." But let them learn 
that he whose likeness to God has been produced by vir- 
tue and the act of willing has also freedom of changing 
his will; but not so is the Word, unless indeed His like- 
ness to the Father is so far from being essential, that it is 
but partial and analogous to the human. Now, this is 
what belongs to us, who are brought into being, and whose 
nature is created. For we too, although we are not able 
to become like to God in essence, yet imitate Him as we 

« Comp. Athan. de*Synodis 13. "essence" (Semi-Arian), nor even 

' See Athan. Orat. c. Arian. iii. 3, simply " like to Him " (Acacian), but 

that this text and S. John 14. 10 shew " unlike to Him." They thus carried 

" that the Godhead is the same and out, boldly and log^ically, the original 

the essence one." So Orat. iii. 10, Arian proposition, that He was a 

that no saint ever dared to say, " I and " creature " and a ** work." 
the Father are one." Cp. S. Ambrose ^ See Athan. de Synod. 48, that a 

de Fide, i. 1. 9; S. Aug. in loc. ; Lid- mere moral union with God could 

don, Bamp. Lect. p. 1 83 ; Pressense, be predicated of holy men and Angels. 

Jesus-Christ, p. 521. Comp. Orat. c. Ari. iii. 10. Although 

K On the Anomoeans see Newman's the Angels have attained to moral in- 

Arians, p. 345 . Their founder was Ae- defectibility, this is by grace, not from 

tins "sumamed the Godless " (Athan. their nature. On the attempt to re. 

de Synod. 6, 38): their principal theo- duce the " oneness " to " an unity of 

logiah was Eunomius. (cf. Soc. iv. 7.) character and will .... not in nature," 

Their formula or watchword was in. see Newman's Arians, p. 233. Cf, 

tended to assert that the Son was nei- Deer. Nic. 6 : De Synod. 45 : Hilary 

ther "of one essence with the Father" c. Const, 14, 
(Catholic), nor " like to Him in 

D 2 



36 ^^Homoion '* in effect makes the Son a creature; 

Ad Apr. are improved by virtue ; a privilege, too, which has been 
8. Lake granted us by the Lord, who says. Be ye merciful, as * your 
8. Matt. ^^^^^^ ** merciful: Be ye perfect , as your Father who is 
6. 48. in heaven is perfect. But no one can deny that things 
brought into being are changeable : for Angels trans- 
gressed, and Adam disobeyed, and all stand in need of the 
grace of the Word. But what is changeable can never be 
like to God who is unchangeable, even as what has been 
created can never be like the Creator. Wherefore it was 
ft. 82. 1. in reference to us that the Saint said, O God, who shall 
ib^*^ 4e likened unto Thee? and. Who is like Thee among the 
(LXX) godsy O Lord? applying the word "gods" to those who 
^' had been created, but had become partakers^ of the Word, 

8. John as He Himself said, If He called them gods, to whom the 
' ' Word of God came^. But things which partake cannot 
be the same as, nor like to, that of which they partake, 
lb. 30. It was then concerning Himself that He said, / and the 
Father are One, for things brought into being are not 
so. Or else, let those who put forward Ariminum answer 
lb. 5. 19. this question ; Can a created essence say. What I see the 
Father doing, that also I myself do ? For things which are 
brought into being are things made, and not things that 
make; for otherwise they would even have made them- 
selves. Of course, if, as they say, the Son is a creature, 
and the Father is His Maker, the Son would have certainly 
also made Himself™, as being able to do what the Father 
doeth, as He Himself said. But such a conclusion is absurd 
and wholly untenable : for no one can make himself. 
8. Again, let them say, whether things brought into 
lb. 16. being can say. All things that the Father hath are Mine ^ ? 
^^' Now He " hath '^ the property of creating, of framing, of 

* That "as" in such texts denotes would be merely the grace sufficient 

not identity but resemblance, as be- for himself. Cf. Orat. c. Ari. iii. 1. 
tween copy and original, see Orat. c. * On this text see Orat. c. Ari. i. 

Ari. iii. 21. 39. 

k Cf. Athan. de Synod. 51 , that the ™ The play on words cannot be pre- 

Son is not Son by "partaking" of the served: «-o{oi;vTa,it^7ci>Totw,iroto^/iA€i'a, 

Father's grace, as we do, but we par- oh troiovvTo, vote?, iTroirifre. With this 

take of the Father by partaking of the passage compare Orat. c. Ari. ii. 21 ; 

Son ; whereas he who only possesses iii. 14. 

through participation could not impart " In Orat. c. Ari. iii. 5, this text is 

of that partaking to others, because he explained as implying that the Father 

would have it not as his own, and it is to be seen in the Son, and the Son 



but Scripture makes Him " one '* with God. 37 

being eternal, of being Almighty, of being unchangeable. 
But things brought into being cannot have the property of 
framing, for they are created : nor of being eternal, for they 
have a beginning of existence : nor of being Almighty and 
unchangeable, for they are under control ®, and of a change- 
able nature, as the Scriptures say. If then these things 
belong to the Son, they are plainly, as we said, no product 
of virtue, but belong to His essence, as the Council said, 
He is ^^ not from another essence,^' but from that of the 
Father, to which also these things properly belong. But 
what can that be which is proper to the Father's essence p, 
and is an offspring therefrom *», or, what name can one 
give to it, but "Coessential'? '* For whatever things one 
sees in the Father, these one sees also in the Son ; in the 
Son, not by participation, but essentially. And this is the 
meaning of, / and the Father are One^ and. He that hath 
seen Me hath seen the Father, And in another way, too, 
it is well to exhibit their senselessness % from this point of 
view also : if, in your view, the Son's likeness to the Fa- 
ther is a result of virtue, from which * follow the acts of 
willing, and not willing, and improvement of conduct, and 
these things are in the category of "quality," then cer- 
tainly you must say that God is made up of " quality and 
essence. And who will bear with you if you say this ? for 

in the Father, and that the Son is the that it does not detract from the truth 

proper offspring of His essence ; but, that the Son is from the Father, 

to g^ard against a Sabellianizing mis- ' 'A<f>po(r{>jrqv, Comp. Orat. c. Arian. 

construction, he says, ib. 36, that the iii. 67, " &<ppov€s and fighters against 

plirase "given" and "received" must Christ." See note in Athan. Treat, 

be combined with it. i. 2. 

^ TLavTOKpdrwpf Kparo6fi€va, '^Hs seems required after dper^s. 

P Compare Orat. c. Arian. ii. 22. It could easily have dropped out. 

1 Comp. Ath. de Deer. Nic. 21, and " ^Mfrov. So in Orat. c. Ari. iv. 2, 
note there in Athan. Treat. 1. 37. De he says that if the Word were not sub- 
Synod. 35, 41. stantive (or personal) but merely in- 

' See Ath. de Synodis 41 ff. to the herent in the Father, He would be like 

same effect. Homoousion, he argues, a quality existing in God, who would 

means that the Son is " genuinely *' then be compounded of essence and 

the Son, not, as we are, of different quality, whereas He is indivisible. In 

nature from the Father ; and that this passage he is attacking Sabellian- 

they who admit this will ere long come ism ; in the text, Arianism. So Basil 

to accept the phrase. Epiphanius con- says, "like" and " unlike " relate to 

tends that it really excludes Sabellian- qualities, whereas the Deity is free 

ism, and signifies 8vo r^Aeta which are h*om quality. Ep. 8. 3. The argument 

yet inseparable, Hser. 69. 70. Comp. is ad hominem, addressed to Arianizers 

Hilary de Synodis 68, against false who professed to regard the Son as 

senses put upon it, e.g. a Sabellian ; so " partaking " in Deity. See S. Augus- 

de Trin. iv. 4 ff. where also he shows tine de Trin. vi. 5. 7 ff. that in the 



38 The Son is really of the Faiher^s essence. 

Ad Afe. God who has made ap all things into existence, is not 
made up, nor is He such as are the things which were 
made by Him through the Word. God forind ! For He 
is a simple essence, in which is no quality, nor, as James 



*- f!"^ «iyBj o^y variableness^ nor shadow of iwming. Therefore if 
He (the Son) is shewn not to be so from Tirtne', since 

« there is do quality in God, nor in His Son, it is plain that 

He belongs properly to His essence: and this you will 
certainly admit, if intelligence has not utterly died out in 
you. But that which is proper to, and identical with, 
Crod's essence, and is by nature an ofi&pring from it, what 
else can it be, from this point of view idso but coessential 
with its Begetter ? For this is the mark of a son in rela- 
tion to a fether : and he that denies this does not ccmsider 
the Word to be naturally and truly a Son y. 

9. It was with these thoughts in their minds that the 
fathers inserted in their formulary the coessentiality of the 
Son with the Father, and anathematized those who said 
that the Son was from a different *^ hypostasis:^ not hay- 
ing devised words for themselves, but having themselves 
learnt them from the fathers who preceded them, as we 
said. This being thus proved, these men's " Ariminum" is 
superfluous: and equally superfluous is the other' council 
invented bv them in reference to the faith. For the Ni- 
cene Council is sufficient, being in harmony also with the 
bishops of antiquity ; that Council in which the Creed was 
signed by the fathers of these men, to whom it was their 
duty to shew respect, that they might not be considered 
as anything rather than Christians. But if, even after fdl 
this, and also after the testimony of the ancient bishops, 
and also after the signatures of their own fathers, they 

DhriDe Nature there is the utmost sim- * I.e. does not deriye His Sonship 
plidtj ; although God is called ** great from His own moral pofections, as 
and wise in manifold vrajrs," &c. yet Piaol of Samosata held : see below c 
His greatness is the same as His wis- ApoUin. L 16 ; de Syn. 26 ; Orat. c 
dom, &c. L e. Hb attributes are not Ari. iii. 51. That the title ** Son of 
so many real parts within His Natare» God " is not simply ethical, see Lid- 
bat "aspects onder which we men don, Bamp. Lect. p. 10; Domer, 
necessarily Tiew that nature," New- Person of Christ, i. 81 (E.T.) 
man in Athan. Treatises, iL 515. On r See Ep. Joyian. 4. 
the"simpficity'*oftheDinneBein|r « Or 'another ConncQ.* See c. 
see also de Synod. 34, Orat. c. Ar. i. 10. 
2Sz Newman's Sormons, vL 348. 



All turns on reality of the Sonship, 39 

pretend, as if they were ignorant, to be afraid of the 
phrase "Coessential/^ let them say, and with a simpler and 
truthful meaning, that the Son is by nature Son, and let 
them anathematize, as the Council ordered, those who say 
that the Son of God is a creature, or a thing made, or from 
things that were not in existence, or that once He was 
not, and that He is changeable and alterable, and of a 
different hypostasis : and by so doing, let them flee from 
the Arian heresy \ And we are confident that if in good 
earnest they anathematize these statements, they will 
forthwith confess ^ that the Son is ** from the essence '* and 
" coessential with the Father.'' For on this account the 
fathers, having said that the Son was coessential, forthwith 
added, " But those who call Him a creature, or a thing 
made, or, from things that were not, or say, ^ once He was 
not,' the Catholic Church anathematizes;" that thereby 
they might let it be known that this is what " coessential" 
means ^, And the force of " coessential " is understood 
from the fact that the Son is not a creature, nor a thing 
made : and that he who calls the Word " coessential " does 
not consider Him to be a creature, and he who anathema- 
tizes the above quoted does at the same time consider the 
Son to be " coessential " with the Father, and he who calls 
the Son of God coessential calls Him a genuine and true 
(Son.) And he who calls Him genuine understands the 
meaning of, / and My Father are one^ and. He that hath 
seen Me hath seen the Father. 

10. It would indeed have been appropriate to state this 
at greater length: but since we are writing to you who un- 
derstand the question, we have dictated it in a concise form, 
praying that the bond of peace may be preserved among 
all, and that all who belong to the Catholic Church may 
say and may think the same thing. And we write, not by 

' Soin De Synodis, 41. see too Ep. sense of Homoousion. As she uses 

Jovian. 4. Basil says of **those who the term, and as jou are asked to ad- 

haye not yet accepted the Homoousion, mit it, this and this onlj is its mean- 

that one might justly blame them, and ing, — ^That the Son is truly and DU 

yet again deem them excusable," yinely Son." So untrue is the long. 

£pist.52. 1. Cp. Hilary de Synod. 71. popular notion that, with the Homo* 

'' As we might say, ipso facto. ousion, an abstruse metaphysical con- 

<^ As if to say, "The Church has no- ception was intruded into the sphere 

thing to do with any questions which of Christian faith. Cf. de Syn. 51. 
secular philosophy may raise as to the 



40 Auxeniius remains to be dealt with* 

Ad Apr. way of instructing, but of reminding you : and it is not we 
only who are writing, but all the bishops in Elgypt and in 
the Libyas, about ninety in all. For this is the one mean- 
ing we all have, and in every case we sign for each other, if 
any one happens to be absent. Being then thus disposed, 
since it happened that we all met, we have written also to 
our beloved Damasus, bishop of Great Rome, concerning 
Auxentius who invaded the church of Milan ^, and have 
narrated his proceedings, how that he is not only a sharer 
in the Arian heresy, but is also chargeable with many mis- 
deeds, which he perpetrated in conjunction with Gregory 
the partaker of his impiety ^ ; and we have expressed our 
wonder that, up to this time, he has not been deposed and 
cast out of the Church ; and we have returned thanks to 
the piety of Damasus and of those who assembled in Great 
Rome, inasmuch as by casting out Ursacius and Valens ^, 
and those who thought with them, they preserved the 
unanimity of the Catholic Church : and wishing that this 
unanimity may be preserved among you also, we exhort 
you, as we said before, not to bear with those who, under a 
pretext of faith, urge the authority of a crowd of councils, 
that at Ariminum, that at Sirmium^, that in Isauria^, that 
in Thrace \ that at Constantinople \ those many and dis- 
orderly ones at Antioch^ But let that faith alone be in 
force among you which was confessed by the fathers at 
Nicaea, wherein also all, and even the fathers of those who 

<* Athanasios had been at Milan, ^ The Semi-Arian councQ at Selea- 

probablj in 343, on a summons from da, in September of 359, Athan. de 

Constans, Apol. ad Const. 4. Aoxen- Sjn. 12, Soc. ii. 39. 

tins held the see of Milan from 355 * At Nic^ in Thrace, see above, c. 4. 

(when, after the Council of Milan, In this creed^ see Ath. de Sjn. 30, 

bishop Dionysius was ejected as a hypostaas is proscribed as well as 

Catholic) to 374, when he was sue ousia. Theodoret gives this clause 

ceeded by S. Ambrose. somewhat differently, ii. 21. 

' I. e. Gregory of Cappadocia, one ^ Early in 360, after the victory of 

of the two Arians intruded into Atha- the Acacian Arians in the counol of 

nasius' own see: mentioned with Aux- Ariminum and the submission of the 

entius in Hist. Arian. 74. For him Seleudan delegates, Soz. iv. 24. This 

see Athanasius' Encyclical, and Hist, council of Constantinople deposed the 

Arian. 10. ff. chief Semi-Arians, and imposed the 

' At a Roman Council in 369, see creed of Nic^ and Ariminum on van- 

Tillemont, viii. 396. ous Churches. See Athan. de Synod. 

K Apparently that of 357, which 30 ; Soz. iv. 26. 

framed the creed called the second ^ Beside the Dedication Synod of 

Sirmian, and also the * blasphemous,' Antioch, in 341, there was one held in 

from its virtually Anomcean character; 358 under Eudoxius, which accepted 

see it in Athan. de Synod. 28. the Sirmian * blasphemia,' Suzom. iv. 



Kicene Creed guards faith in the Trinity, 41 

now contend against it, as we said before, were present, 
and signed the Creed ; so that of us also the Apostle may 
say. Now I praise youj because you remember me in all i Cor. 
thingsy and even as I delivered to you the traditions^ so you ^^'^' 
hold them fast • 

11. For this Council of Niceea is indeed a public pros- 
cription"* of every heresy. It is this also which overthrows 
those who blaspheme against the Holy Spirit, and call Him 
a creature \ For the fathers, after having spoken about 
the faith in the Son, forthwith added, ^* We believe also in 
the Holy Spirit ;'* in order that, having confessed in its per- 
fection and fulness the faith in the Holy Trinity, they 
might on this point make known the character® of the 
faith which is in Christ, and the teaching of the Catholic 
Church P. For it stands out clear in your eyes, and in the 
eyes of all, and no Christian can have any doubt in his 
mind about the matter, that our faith is not in the crea- 
ture, but in one God the Father Almighty, Maker of all 
things visible and invisible, and in one Lord Jesus Christ, 
His Son, the Only begotten, and in one Holy Spirit 9; one 
God, Him who is known in the Holy and perfect Trinity, 

12. Another, in 361, placed Euzoius ° See Tom. ad Antioch. 3. See 

in the see of Antioch, and adopted an Swete on Early History of Doctrine 

Anomoean creed. of Holy Spirit, p. 56, referring- to this 

^ ^TfiXoypcupla, as when names of passage as a proof that in the West, as 

offenders were placarded or posted up well as elsewhere, the Arians had been 

on pillars for public disgrace. The active in opposing the Deity of the 

word is similarly used in Athan. de Holy Spirit. 

Synod. 34. so ib. 47,o'Tt7X(r€^oi'Tas,and ** XapaKrrjpaf see Keble, Acad. Serm. 

De Deer. Nic. 32, " their heresy ... p. 390. Athanasius speaks of the xa- 

iffrriKiTtieri," In De Syn. 45 Athan. paxriip of Scripture doctrine, Orat. iii. 

calls the Homoousion a bulwark, and 29. and uses x^P^'^'^Vpt'^ In ^1*^ sense 

Liberius calls the creed an invincible of a type or general impression, de 

bulwark, Soc. iv. 21 ; a council under Incarn. Verbi, 56. Compare Eusebius, 

Damasus calls it a wall and an anti- iii. 38, "the xopaicr^pa of orthodoxy," 

dote, Theod. ii.'22. Cf. Ep. Eplct. 1. and Ireneeus ap. Eusebius v. 20, **the 

Basil calls it the great proclamation x^P^'^'^^P^ ^^ ^^^ life.'* See also the 

of true religion, Epist. 52. 1. He synodal letter of Meletius and other 

there remarks that it condemns Sa- bishops in Soc. iii. 25, " the x^P<'^i^'''Vp<'t 

bellianbm as well as Arianism. So of the true faith." 

Epiphanius quiuntly remarks that both p He assumes that the brief clause, 

Arius and Sabellius abhor the Homo- ** And in the Holy Spirit," does vir- 

ousion, in its real sense, as a serpent tually carry every thing, by associating 

hates the smell of bitumen, Hser. 69. the Holy Spirit as an object of faith 

70. HUary also says that the Homo- with the Father and the Son. 

ousion was necessary, de Trin. iv. 7. cp. ^ Comp. Ath. Ep. ad Scrap. 1.25. 

Athan. Deer. Nic. 20, " The bishops that in the Spirit the Trinity is per- 

(at Nic8Ba), were constrained," &c. feet. Ib. 28 ; " There is then a holy 

See Liddon, Bamp. Lect. p. 437. and perfect Trinity, recognised as Di- 



42 Our faith rests on the Trinity. 

Ad Apr. unto which we being baptized^ and in it connected with 
the Godhead, believe that we shall also inherit the king- 
dom of heaven, in Christ Jesus our Lord, through whom ' 
to the Father be glory and dominion, for ever. Amen. 



>» 



vinely existing in Fatlier, Son and ** tlurougli wliom and with whom. 

Holy Spirit." (compare our first Post-Communion 

' Here Athan. uses one form of the Prayer.) So at the end of the Hist, 

doxology; ''through the Son to the Arian. we read both "through" and 

Father," (see Basil de Spir. Sanct. s. "with the Word." At the end of 

3.) as at the end of the De Sjmodis and the Orations the doxology is to Christ 

the ad M^. Ep. At the end of his alone, 
epistles to Serapion he uses a fuller, 



S. ATHANASIUS^ LETTER TO EPICTETUS, 

BISHOP OF CORINTH. 

INTRODUCTION. 

Thb date of this letter may be 372, Auxentius having been condemned by a 
Roman Council in the latter part of 371 ; for Athanasius alludes to this as 
a very recent event, c. 1. (see Tillemont, viii. 242.) 

The occasion was as follows. Epictetus, bishop of Corinth, and, as such, metro- 
politan of the province of Achaia, had sent to Athanasius the minutes (vxo. 
lAvflfMTa) of a recent discussion between two parties in his diocese, who 
agreed In professing the Nicene faith. The opposition resembled that of 
which we have had an intimation in the seventh chapter of the Tome : ex- 
cept that in the present case the theory called specifically Apollinarian, as 
to the non-existence of a human mind in Christ, is conspicuous by its absence. 
One party maintained the coarser form of the Apollinarian Christologfy, as- 
serting that Christ's body was not really of human origin, — that it was 
coessential with the Divine Word, or even that it was formed by a ** con- 
version of His Godhead into flesh." The other party imagined a person- 
al separation between the Word and the Son of the Virgin, and regarded 
the latter as a Saint who, like one of the ancient prophets, had been 
chosen as the organ of the Word, — a theory which may be described as *' what 
Nestorianism comes to " in r^ard to the substitution of an indwelling for 
an Incarnation ; but although there is some difference of reading in one 
passage, (c. 2,) it would seem that the Corinthians in question held with 
Photinus the impersonality of the Word, and the distinction between the 
Word and the " Son," or human Christ, whereas Nestorius bdieved in a 
personal Word who was also the Eternal Son, but who was only associated 
with, not personally one with, Christ the Son of Mary. Tillemont says, 
viii. 242, that the disputants were ** persons who professed to follow the 
Nicene faith, but had fallen into two opposite and equally dangerous ex- 
tremes." The debate ended as such debates too seldom end. Each party 
abandoned its special error, and both were reunited in the twofold belief, 
(1) that Christ was Himself the Word Incarnate, and, (2) that His flesh 
was the flesh of a true humanity. 

The letter in which Athanasius criticbes the two errors is of remarkable in- 
terest as a specimen of his farsighted theological capacity. ^ Epiphanius in- 
serted it in full in his account of the Apollinarians or IMmoeritae, Haer. 
77. 3 — 13. It was referred to in the Council of Ephesus, as an authority 
against the Nestorians ; two years later, John of Antioch and the *' Eas- 
terns" proposed it to S. Cyril as a standard of orthodoxy and a basis of re- 
union (Mansi, v. 829 :) and Cyril, while expressing his full agreement 
with it, tells John that " some persons have circulated it in a corrupt form," 
and on that account sends him a transcript from <* ancient and correct co- 
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ATHANASIUS TO EPICTETUS, 

To MY LORD9 BELOVED BROTHER, AND MUCH LONGED 
FOR FELLOW-MINISTER, EPICTBTUS, ATHANASIUS SENDS 
GREETING IN THE LORD. 

1. I THOUGHT, for my part, that all the vain talking of all 
the heretics in existence had been stopped by the Council 
held at Niceea. For the faith therein confessed by the 
fathers, according to the Holy Scriptures, is sufficient of 
itself for the overthrow of all impiety, and for the esta- 
blishment of the orthodox faith in Christ \ On this ac- 
count accordingly, when various councils have even now 
been held, in Gaul and Spain and Great Rome ^, all who 
assembled, by universal vote, as if moved by one spirit, 
anathematized the men who still secretly hold Arianism, I 
mean Auxentius at Milan, Ursacius, Yalens, and Caius of 
Pannonia. And because those men were devising for 
themselves the names of councils % they wrote to all quar- 
ters, that no council should be named in the Catholic 
Church, save only the Council which was held at Nicsea, 
and is a trophy of victory over every heresy ^, but preemi- 
nently the Arian, on account of which also the Council 
was then assembled. How is it, then, that even after all 
this, some persons endeavour to stir up doubt or raise 
questions ? If indeed they belong to the Arians, it is no 
wonder that they disparage the formulary drawn up against 
them ; just as Greeks, when they hear it said that the idols Ps. 115. 
of the heathen are silver and gold, the work of men's hands ^ f \, 

18 
• Comp. ad Afros, 1, 9. authority of.' Cp. 6vofid(w in ad 

^ This, the second of Damasus' Afros, 1, 3 ; Tome 4. 

councils, was held probably in 371, ^ Comp. ad Afros, 11. SeeLiddon, 

see Tillemont, viii. 4<X). A copy of its Bamp. Lect. p. 438 : " It was a long-, 

circular to the Illyrian bishops is in desperate struggle ... At this day 

Mansi, Concil. iii. 459 j and a Greek the Creed of Nicsea is the living proof 

version in Theodoret, ii. 22. of the Church's victory." 

<^ As we should say, 'citing the 



46 Errors lately rife at Corinth 

Ad regard the teaching about the Divine Cross ® as foolishness. 
But if the persons who wish to unsettle matters by their 
questioning are of the number of those who seem to believe 
aright, and to acquiesce and adhere ^ to what was promul- 
gated by the fathers, they are simply, as Scripture says, 

Hab. 2. giving their neighbour to drink of a muddy and upsetting 

LXX. tiQuor 8, and stirring about words for no purpose except 

2 Tim. 2. to the Subverting of the simple. 

2. Now I am writing thus, after having read the minutes 
sent me by your Piety, which I wish had never been writ- 
ten, so that not even a remembrance of such things might 
be transmitted to posterity. For who ever yet heard such 
things **? who is it that has taught them, or learnt them ? 

Isa. 2. 3. Pq^ Q^i Qjf giQj^ shall go forth God^s lawy and the word of 
the Lord from Jerusalem: but these things, whence did they 
issue? What Hades vented such a saying^ as that the 
,^ body derived from Mary was coessential with the Godhead 
of the Word ? or that the Word was changed into flesh ^, 
and bones, and hair, and a whole body, and was altered 
from His own nature ? And who ever heard in the Church 
or at all from Christian lips, that it was by a fiction*, 
not by nature, that the Lord bore about a body? or 
who ™ was ever so impious as at once to say and to think 
that the Godhead itself, which is coessential with the 
Father, was circumcised, and reduced from perfection to 
imperfection, and that what was nailed to the Word was not 
the body, but that very essence of Wisdom which formed 

« Epiphanius' text has " Spirit," linaris himself condemned it as an 

clearly an error. insanity, Leontius adv. fraud. Apoll., 

' Or, to be content with, h.yavS.v, Galland. Bibl. xii. 701. 

8^ See the Tome, 8; c. ApolUn.ii. 4. ^ Compare the " Quicunque,** af- 

•• This question is asked, in refe- firminG: tlie Unity of Christ's Person, 
rence to Arianism, in the Encyclic of but not in tlie sense of a conversion- 
Alexander, (in Soc. i. 6,) evidently of part of the Godhead into flesh. Cp. 
composed by Athanasius, then his c. Apoll. i. 3; S. Leo, Ep. 165. 2. 
deacon. The passage in the text is ' Qetrn, Athanasius uses this phrase^ 
quoted by Theodoret, Dial. 1. (ed. technically of an adoptive or titular 
Schulze, iv. p. 59.) sonship, de Synod. 54. Here, as in 

' So Ambrose de Inc. Dom. Sacr. c. 7, and c. Apollin. i. 17, it means 

49. a passage read in the first session unreally, conventionally, in a way of 

of Chalcedon, Mansi, vi. 966. "Others speaking, just as ** by nature" here 

start up " who say that the flesh of means "really;" compare Cyril, Ex- 

His Lord and the Divinity are of plan. 3, using <pv<rtKi\v for real, 
the same nature. Quae tantum sacri- ™ Quoted by Theodoret, Dial. iii. 

legium inferna vomuerunt?" Apol- p. 238. Cf. Ambrose de Inc. 50. 



as to the Incarnation. 4^7 

all things"? or who ®, if he heard that it was not from Mary, 
but, by a change, from His own essence, that the Word 
framed for Himself a passible body, would call him who said 
this a Christian ? And who devised this godless impiety, 
so as even to come to think, and to say, that he who affirms 
the Lord^s Body to have been from Mary conceives of a 
Gluaternity P, instead of a Trinity, in the Godhead, as if 
those who are of this mind must therefore affirm that the 
flesh which the Saviour took from Mary and put on was' 
of the essence of the Trinity? And from what source, 
again, have any persons vented an impiety equal to those 
already mentioned, to the efiect that the body is not of 
more recent origin than the Godhead of the Word, but has 
been continuously coeternal with it, since it was composed 
from the essence of Wisdom? And how^ have persons 
called Christians dared even to doubt, whether the Lord 
who came forth from Mary is Son of God in essence and 
nature, but according to the flesh is of the seed of David 
and the flesh of Holy Mary ? And who then have become 
so audacious as to say, that the Christ who suffered in flesh 
and was crucified is not Lord, and Saviour, and God, and 
Son of the Father ? Or how can they wish to be called Chris- 
tians who say that the Word came into a holy man as into 
one of the prophets ', and that He was not Himself made 

° 'H Zfiyiiovpyhs ohcria. Cf. Ep. logics, with God and the Son, before 

Adelph. 4; c.Apoll.i. 7.&C. The word the Holy Spirit. See Tillemont, vii. 

** Demiurgus" had become associated 605. Gregory of Nyssa refers to this 

with the Gnostic systems, (see Man- in his Antirrheticos, 42, and answers, 

sel. Gnostic Heresies, p. 19. &c,) "They do not serve 'a man* who 

but Athanasius would remember tliat bow themselves to their Lord." 

it was used in Heb. 11. 10. He uses i Here he turns to the opposite er- 

it freely in de Incam. Verb. 1, &c. ror. This passage was read in the 

See also S. Clement, Ep. Cor. 20, &c. first session of the Council of Ephesus, 

** Quoted by Theodoret, Dial, i, Mansi, iv. 1185. It is quoted by S. 

p. 60. Cyril, Apol. adv. Orient. 163. (Pusey, 

V See Newman, Tracts Theol. and p. 274,) and part of it by Leo the 

Eccles. p. 266. The same point, Great, app. to Epist. 165. (his " Se- 

** You introduce a Quaternity," i.e. cond Tome," to the Emperor Leo, in 

Father, Son, the Man Christ, the Holy 458.) 

Spirit, is noticed below, c. 9, and c. ' See the Tome, 7, and ad Max. 

ApoUin. i. 9, 12. where the charge is 2, and c. Apollin. i. 21 { on the ab- 

retorted. Apollinaris, writing in 377 surdity of saying that the Word came 

to the exiled bishops at Diociesarea to Jesus as He came of old to saints 

(lieontius in Galland. xii. 707.), re- or prophets. Comp. Apoll. i. 12 ; 

presents his opponents as worship. Orat. c. Ari. iii. 30. See also S. Am- 

ping four, God, (2) the Son of God, brose, de Incarn. Sacr. 6. 48. See 

(3) the Son of Man, (4) the Holy Cyril Alex, de recta Fide ad Theod. 

Spirit, and ranking a man, in doxo- c. 6, (Pusey, p. 16,) that Nestorians 
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48 Such opinions unchristian. 

Ad man, having taken His body from Mary, but that the Christ 



Epict. 



was one, and the Word' of God, who before Mary and before 
the ages was Son of the Father, was another? Or how can 
they be Christians who say that the Son * is one, and the 
Word of God is another ? 

3. These opinions were stated in your minutes; diffe- 
rently expressed, indeed, but with one purport, and having 
the same meaning, impious in its tendency. On account 
of these opinions, dispute and discussion were going on 
between men who take pride in the confession of the 
fathers made at Nicsea. But I wonder that your Piety 
endured it, and did not stop those who said these things, 
and propound to them the true religious faith ; that they 
might either listen and be quiet, or contradict it and be 
deemed heretics. For the above-mentioned opinions are 
neither uttered or heard among Christians, but are in every 
way alien from the Apostolic teaching. It is on this ac- 
count that I have caused the statements of those men, as 
they have been already quoted, to be inserted in my letter, 
simply as they stand ", so that any one who merely hears 
them may have a view of their disgraceful and impious 
character. And although it would have been right to im- 
pugn them at greater length, and thoroughly to expose the 
folly of those who have entertained such notions ; yet now 
that my letter has reached this point, it were well to write 
no more ; for one ought not further to work out and mi- 
nutely examine opinions which have been so clearly shown 
to be bad, lest they should be regarded by contentious 

would not have erred ** if they had but that He should be believed to be 
simply distinguished the nature of God . . . not as dwelling in a man, but 
God from that of the flesh, or dwelt as having Himself really become man, 
merely on the differences relating to without prejudice to His own glory;" 
this, for the nature of flesh and God- and ib. 26, p. 84 ;" " He descended in- 
head is not the same : but their error to the nature of man, without lapsing* 
lay in representingone as an individual from His existence as God, (but) tak- 
man by himself, and calling another ing to Himself what was human." 
God by nature and in reality ;" say- " Another reading is *Tt<Jv, clearly a 
ing that "the Word is the Son by copyist's error. In the next wonis, 
nature, the other (i. e. the alleged in- Athanasius seems to mean " whom 
dividual human Christ) is Son as be- we acknowledge, although they do 
ing called by the same name as the not, (as Photinus did not,) to have 
Son." Again, ib. 23, p. 74, he says, preexisted as the eternal Son." See 
" Do not make a division after the Hefele, Hist, of Councils, sect. 71 . 
union ;" . . . He lowered Himself into * The old reading was XpiorrSu, 
that which He (previously) was not ; But see c. 12. 
not that He should remain ' emptied,' " Lit. " nakedly." 
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persons as still matters of question, but rather to give to 
such statements no other reply than this, "It is enough 
that this is not the language of the Catholic Church, nor 
were the fathers of this mind.'^ But, lest the inventors of 
evil things should take advantage of such absolute silence, 
as a warrant for further audacity, it is well to mention a 
few points taken from the Divine Scriptures : perhaps they 
may even thus be brought to shame, and may cease from 
holding these vile * notions. 

4. Whence did it ever come into your minds, you people, 
to say that the body was coessential with the Godhead of 
the Word ? For it is well to begin at this point, that when 
this statement is proved to be unsound, all the rest may be 
proved to be the like. Well, from the Divine Scriptures 
it is impossible to discover the ground of this statement : 
for they say that God became present in a human body. 
And further, the fathers who met at Niccea have said, not 
that the body, but that the Son Himself was coessential 
with the Father, and they confessed that He was " from 
the essence of the Father,'^ but that the body, on the 
other hand, was from Mary, according to the Scriptures y* 
Either then, disown the Nicene Council, and assert these 
things in the character of heretics : or if you mean to be 
children of the fathers, do not think contrary to the state- 
ments which they wrote down. For from this considera- 
tion also you can perceive the absurdity of your statement ; 
if the Word is coessential with that body, which has its 
nature from the earth, and the Word is coessential with 
the Father, according to the confession of the fathers, then 
the Father Himself will be coessential with the body which 
was derived from the earth ^. And then, why do you go 
on censuring the Arians for calling the Son a creature, 
when you yourselves call the Father coessential with the 
creatures, and, passing on to a different form of impiety, 
assert that the Word has been converted into flesh, and 
bone, and hair, and sinews, and an entire body, and had 
been altered from His own nature ? For it is time that you 

» Lit: "filthy." Creed, but interpreting it. Cf. c, 

y The original Nicene Creed did Apoll. i. 20. 
not mention S. Mary. Athanasius, ' Quoted with approval by Valen- 

therefore, is not strictly quoting the tinus, a moderate Apollinarian : Leon- 

E 
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g^D should say plainly that He was born from earth ; for from 
earth comes the nature of the bones and of the whole body. 
What means, then, this wild extravagance, which even 
drives you into self-contradiction ? for while you call the 
Word coessential with the body, you indicate a comparison 
of the one with the other : but when you say that the Word 
was converted into flesh, you imagine a change * of the 
Word Himself. And who will any longer bear with you 
even when you simply utter such things ? For you have 
gone aside into impiety to a greater extent than any heresy 
has done. For if the Word was coessential with the body, 
the mention of Mary, and the employment of her agency, 
were superfluous ^ : for the body was able to exist even be- 
fore Mary, as eternal, as is also the Word Himself, since 
in your view He is coessential with the body. What need, 
then, was there for the Word to sojourn among us, in order 

tins adv. fraud. Apoll., Galland. xii. speak, the possibility of alteration in- 
701. Date in it. But God, who is above all 
■ Tpoirfiv, See Epiphanius, Hser. mind, and nature, and production, 
77. 29, that John 1. 14 implies on and destruction, and whose being is 
such "change;*' as Aug^tine says, exceptional and pre-eminent, will be 
de Div. Qusest. 83, n. 80, that in com- also su^ierior to change (ifteiptop ierai 
mon parlance when we say, flesh be- koL rpoirTis),^* Further on Cyrl con- 
comes ashes, we mean, it ceases to be trasts Godhead as enthroned " as it 
flesh, — but it is not so here ; the Word were on its own seat," while men, who, 
became flesh, not that He was chang- ** having a nature liable to change, 
jed into, but that He took, '< formam are at all times rpevroi" He cites 
servi." Compare Theodoret, Dial. i. Ps. 102.-17. He calls the ApoUinarian 
Basil wrote in 377 against the Apol- notion an insanity, ib. ii. And in ApoU 
linarians who held that the Word in adv. Orient, c. 3. (Pusey, p. 288), he 
His own Godhead had been turned says, "As for the ApoUinarian doctrines, 
into a material nature, Epist. 262. we have nothing whatever to do with 
Cyril of Alexandria, whom his oppo- them : for men who have once for all 
nents taxed with Apollinarianism, was been condemned, as perverters of the 
never weary of disclaiming it. See truth,we are bound to avoid." Inady. 
his Ep. 2. to Nestorius (ed. Pusey, Nest. iv. 7, he says, " It is as needless 
p. 4), " We do not say that the nature to argue against a change or conver- 
of the Word was altered and so be- sion of Godhead at the Incarnation,'* 
came flesh, or that it was changed into as to argue that a bull is not a horse, 
whole man.!' And so Ep. to John, 1, (Pusey, p. 206). So Adv. Theodoret. 
(Pusey, p. 50.) So de recta fide ad 1, (Pusey, p. 396). See c. Apollin. i. 
Theodos. c. 10. 9 A, Pusey, p. 28, that 3. Card. Newman thinks that it was 
** the notion of a conversion of God- by way of escape from this idea of 
head into flesh is inconsistent with change in the Divine Nature that 
the truth, that God's nature, firmly Apollinaris took to " denying that our 
fixed in its own good things (&7a9o(s) Lord's body remained human." Tracts 
and its continuance in the conditions Theol. and Eccl. p. 271. 
of its being, is immoveable. But a na- ^ Comp. c. Apollin. ii. 12. So says 
ture that is brought into being ... in S. Basil, Ep. 261, " What need was 
time can suffer alteration . . . For what there of the Holy Virgin," &c. 
had a beginning of existence has, so to 
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tlmt He might either put on what is coessential with Him- 
self, or might be changed from His own nature and become 
body ? For the Godhead does not take hold of itself, so See Heb. 
that it should put on what is coessential with itself: nei- 
ther, again, did the Word, who redeems the sins of others, 
commit sin, that, being changed into body, He might oflfer 
up Himself for Himself as a sacrifice % and redeem Him- 
self. 

5, No, it is not so ; God forbid. For He taketh hold of 
the seed of Abraham, as the Apostle said^, wherefore it be- ib« i^* 
hoved Him to be made like to His brethren in all things, and 
to receive a body like to our own. It was for this purpose, 
then, that Mary was really provided, that He might receive 
this body from her, and offer it up as His own for us ; and 
it was she whom Isaiah prophetically pointed out, saying. 
Behold the Virgin: and Gabriel is sent to her, not simply Isa./.U. 
to a virgin, but to a virgin espotised to a man : that by the s. Luke 
mention of the man espousing her he might show that Mary ^' ^*' 
was really a human being. Therefore it is that Scripture 
mentions her bringing forth, and says, she wrapped Him ib. 2. 7. 
in swaddling clothes : and, the paps which He sucked were lb. 11.27. 
called blessed : and a sacrifice was offered on the ground 
that He who was brought forth had opened the womb. Now ib. 2. 23. 
all these things were indications of a Virgin bringing forth 
a child. And Gabriel announced the good news to her in 
language guarded from misconstruction, saying, not simply. 
That which shall be born in thee, in order that there might 
not be any notion of a body introduced into her from with- 
out, but, ** from thee %'' that men might believe that which 
was to be born to be from her by nature ^, while nature 
plainly indicates this for it, that it was impossible for a 
virgin to have milk unless she had borne a child, and im- 
possible for a body to be nourished with milk, and wrapped 

' AthaDasius lays stress on Christ's This specimen of Gnostic '* spiritual- 
death as a Sacrifice, in de Incarn. Ver- ism " was revived by the Anabaptists 
bi, 9 ; Orat. ii. 7. See Abp. Thomson's (compare the Reformatio L^^m, 
"Word, Work, and WUl," p.*164. p. 10) and Joan Bocher was put to 
^ Comp. ad Afros. 4. death for asserting* it, in 1550. Our 
' Lachmann brackets 4k ffov. Atha- Proper Preface for Christmas was evi- 
nasius is perhaps alluding to what dently worded so as to exclude it. 
some Valentinians said, that their Cf. de Incarn. Verbi, 18, He fashion* 
Jesus passed through Mary Ka9dir€p eth His body for Himself iK xopdcVov. 
tdwp 8i& ffwXrivoSi Irensus i. 7. 2. ' Cf. c. Apollin. ii. 5. 

E 2 
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Ad in swaddling clothes, unless it had been naturally bom. 
This is the body that was circumcised on the eighth day : 
this is that which Symeon took into his arms: this be- 
came a boy, and grew up, and became twelve years old, 
and reached its thirtieth year. For it was not, as some 
supposed, that the very essence of the Word was changed 
and circumcised, for it is immutable and uttchangeable, as 
Mai. 3. 6. the Saviour Himself says. Behold, behold^ I am, and I 
Heb. 13. change not ^ : and Paul writes, Jesus Christy the same yes- 
^* terday, and to-day, and for ever : but in that body which 

was circumcised, and carried about, and which ate and 
drank, and laboured, and was nailed to the tree and suf- 
fered, there dwelt the impassible and incorporeal Word of 
God. This body was that which was laid in the tomb, 
1 S. Pet. when He went (not that He was parted from it *•) to preach 
' ' also to the spirits in prison, as Peter said^ 

6. And this gives a complete proof of the folly of those 
who say that the Word was changed into bones and flesh. 
For if that were so, there would have been no need of a 
sepulchre : for the body would have gone by its own power 
to preach to the spirits in Hades. But now He Himself 
went to preach, but the body was wrapt by Joseph in 
linen, and deposited in Golgotha ^ : and it was made clear 
to all that the body was not the Word, but was the Word's 
body. And it was this body which, after it had risen from 
the dead, Thomas handled \ and saw in it the print of the 
nails which the Word Himself endured when He saw them 
fixed into His own body, and, when He could have hin- 
dered them, hindered them not, but appropriated"* to Him- 

« Athanaslus seems here to mix up the side, and the wound-prints of the 

S. Luke 24. 39 with Mai. 3. 6. nails. 

^ M^ Xopicrdels avrov is not found ™ *l8ioiroi€(Ttf, a favourite phrase of 

in all MSS., nor in Eplphanius, and Athanasius: see de [ncarn. Verbi, 8, 

may very likely have been a gloss, in- *' He . . . appropriates the body;" ib. 

tended to guard the truth that the 31 : and Orat. c. Arian. iii. 33, **The 

" Personal Union *' was never for an Word having appropriated the affec- 

instant broken; c. Apollin. ti. 15. tions of the flesh:'* and ib. iii. 38. 

' See this text paraphrased, c. See betow, c. Apollin. i. 12, 13. It is 

Apollin. ii. 8. adopted by Cyril of Alex. Apol. adv. 

^ See S. John 19. 41. Orient. 12 (Pusey, p. 372). Comp. 

- ' Ep. ad Max. 2 : and see S. C3nril Ep. ad Nest. 2, "He made our body 

Alex, de recta fide ad Theod. c. 42. X^iov." It is equivalent to oUetou^ 

(Pusey, p. 144) that Thomas spoke <r$atf c. Apollin. ii. 16. 
after "measuring'' with his finger 
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self what belonged to the body as belonging to Himself, 
the incorporeal Word- Thus, when the body was being 
struck by the ofiicer. He said as if Himself suffering, Why S. John 
smitest thou Me ? and although the Word was by na- 
ture intangible, nevertheless He said, / gave My back to isa. 50. 
scourges^ and My cheeks to buffets^ and I turned notMway ' 
My face from shameful spitting. For" what the human 
body of the Word was suffering, this the Word, being 
present with it, referred to Himself, that we might be ^ 
enabled to partake of the Godhead ® of the Word. And it 
was a marvel P that He was the one suffering and not suf- 
fering : suffering, because that body suffered which was 
His own, and He was in it while it suffered ' : yet not suf- 
fering, because the Word, being by nature- God, is impas- 
sible '. And the incorporeal One Himself was present in 
the passible body, and the body had in itself the impassible 
Word, who was abolishing the infirmities of the body 
itself. And this He was doing, and thus it came to pass, 
in order that He, receiving what was ours, and offering 
it up in sacrifice, might abolish it % and thereafter might 
clothe us with what was His, and cause the Apostle to 
say. This corruptible must put on incorruption, and this l Cor. 15. 
mortal must put on immortality. 

" Quoted by Theodoret, Dial. iii. p. sach antitheses are nothing bat nn- 

238. Cf. de Incam. Verbi, 18 : Orat. meaning* sounds," Image of Christ, 

c. An. iii. 31, 32. p.220E. T. 

<* Perhaps an allusion to 2 Pet. 1 . 4. i That He '* suffered and did not suf- 

P TlapdSo^ov. On these "paradoxes fer " (as S. Ambrose says, de Incarn. 

of the Incarnation, dear to faith," Dom. Sacr. 36), is repeated in c. Apol- 

(Dortier) comp. Ath. c. Apollin. 1.11. tin. i. 11. Comp. Cyril, Quod unus sit 

. See too Hippolytus c. Noet. 18: Hilary Christus, 766. A. Pusey, p. 407: it be- 

de Trinit. ii. 25 : the " Clementine Li- ing asked, how could the self-same 

turgy" in Hammond's Liturgies East, both suffer and not suffer ? he an- 

. and West. p. 7 : Greg. Naz. Orat. 29. . swers. Being impassible as God, He 

19, Epist. 101 : Greg. Nyssen, quoted assumed passible flesh and made it 

by Cyril Alex. Apol. adv. Orient, c. 12: His own, that the suffering might be 

and other passages, quoted ib. 4: see called His, because it was His body and 

also Cluysostom- quoted by Cyril ad not another's that suffered. Hence 

Arcadiam, &c. 49. A. (Pusey, p. 165): it was " God's body," c. Apoll. i. 10. 

the Sermon of Proclus on the Incarna- So Newman, Serm. vi. 74: "That 

tion, 9 : Cyril himself. Quod unus sit face, so ruthlessly smitten, was the 

Christus, (Pusey, p. 357 :) Augustine, face of God Himself," &c. 

Serm. 191 ; the Tome of Leo, 5 : and ' So Cyril calls him " the impas- 

extracts in Athanasian Treatises, vol. sible one," Ep. ad Nest. 2. 

ii. p. 440. Oosterzee says, " For him • I.e. offering it up as mortal, might 

who denies either the Eternal Godhead thus secure man's rcle^ase from death, 

or the true Humanity of the Lord, de Incarn. Verbi, 8. 
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Ad 7. And this took place *, not by a fiction, as some have 

thought, God forbid! but the Saviour having really and in 
truth become man, salvation was effected for the whole 
of man. For if, as they say, it was by a fiction that the 
Word was in the body, and what is said to be by a fic- 
tion is merely imaginary ", then the so-called salvation and 
resurrection of men is found to take place only in sem- 
blance % as according to the impious ManichsBusy held. 
But indeed, our salvation is no imagination ; nor is it the 
body only, but the whole man*, soul and body in truth, that 
has attained to salvation in the Word Himself. So then 
^ that which was derived from Mary was by nature human % 
according to the Divine Scriptures : and the body of the 
Lord was real ; but it was real because it was the same as 
our own**: for Mary was our sister, since we are all from 
Adam. And this no one can doubt, who remembers what 
Luke wrote. For after He rose again from the dead, when 
some thought that they were not seeing the Lord in the 
body derived from Mary, but were beholding a spirit in- 
8. Tiiike stead of Him, He said. Behold My hands and My feet^ and 
^jf* ^^' the prints of the nails^j that it is I Myself; handle Me and 
see^for a spirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye see Me have: 
and when He had thus said, He shewed unto them His 
hands and His feet. Whereby also they can be refuted 
who have dared to say that the Lord was changed into 
flesh and bones. For He said not. As ye see Me "being " 
flesh and bones, but, " having '' them, in order that the 
Word Himself might not be thought to have been con- 

t Read at the Council of Epbesus, is referred to, c. Apoll. i. 3. Cf. S. 

Mansi, iv. 1185. Aug. Confess. Lib. Fath. p. 325. 

■ ^avToaia, See c. Apollin. i. 3, 16. ' See c. Apollin. i. 5. 

* AoK^(r€i,Ep. adAdeIph.2. Seec. * Quoted by Theodoret, but laxly, 

Apollin. i. 2, 3 ; ii. 12. So Basil says. Dial. i. p. 80. 

"This impious notion rrjs Sok^o-cws ^ That is to say. Deny Christ's 

is not of such recent date," Epist. Body to be of human origfin, and you 

261. 2. See Cyril Alex, de recta fide fall inevitably into Docetism. Some 

ad Theodos. c. 9. (Pusey, p. 22) that if fifty years before, Athanasius had 

our Lord's Manhood were not real, all written, ** He takes to Himself a body. 

Christian faith would become unreal : and that body not alien to our own," 

(just as Tertullian had contended De Incam. Verbi, 8. Cf. S. Basil, Ep. 

agrainst the early ** Docetism," adv. 261. 

Marc. lit. 8 : so S. frenseus, iv. 33 : see * Here he mixes up part of S. John 

also Cjrril of Jerusalem, Catech. iv. 9. 20. 25 w'.th his quotation from S, 

xiii. 37.) liuke. 

7 I.e. Manes. Manichean Docetism 
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verted into them, but might be believed to be Himself 
possessed of them, both before His death and after His 
resurrection. 

8. These points being thus proved, it is superfluous to 
proceed to touch on the others, and treat of them at all; 
since the body, in which the Word was, was not coessen- 
tial with the Godhead, but truly born of Mary: and the ^ 
Word Himself was not converted into bone and flesh. 
For what is said by John, The Word became flesh \ has S. John 
this meaning, as indeed we can ascertain this from Ian- 
guage which is like it : for it is written in Paul, Christ be- Oal. 3. 
came a curse for us^. And as He did not Himself become * 
a curse, but is said to have become a curse because He 
took on Himself the curse for us : so also He became flesh, 
not by being changed into flesh, but because He assumed 
living flesh for us^, and became man. For to say. The 
Word became fleshy is just the same as to say, "The Word 
became man s,^' according to the text in Joel, / will pour Joel 3. 
out of My Spirit upon all flesh : for the promise did not 
extend to the irrational animals, but is addressed to men, 
for whose sake also the Lord became man. Such, then, 
being the meaning of this expression, all those persons 
will with good reason be self-condemned who have thought 
that the flesh which came from Mary existed before her, 
and that before her the Word had a kind of human soul \ 
and had always existed in it before He came to sojourn in 

<* Quoted hj Xheodoret, Dial. i. Anath.5. SeeGreg. Naz.Epi8t. 101. 

p. 43. "If they insist on *the >Vord be- 

« So ID Orat. c. An.' ii. 47. that came flesh' . . . and on that account 

He took on Him the curse wiiich we scrape away the noblest part of m^n 

had incurred. Comp. Cyril Alex, (as shoemakers do with the thicker 

Quod unus sit Christus, 719 A. Pusey, part of their leather) that they may 

p. 341. that He became a curse by glue together God and flesh/' &c. He 

being reckoned among sinners, and cites John 17. 2, Ps. 65. 3, 145. 21, 

that this presupposes His having be- toshow that flesh is put by synecdoche 

come Man. for man. He compares " Christ was 

' According to this, the expression, made sin" or " a curse," in that He 

A became B, or A is B, would mean took on Him "sin," and, a "curse." 

that A took to himself or itself B, or In Theodoret's first Dialogue, Eran- 

B was superadded to A. istes objects to Orthodox for interpre- 

» Strictly, however, this is another ting " became" by " assumed." 
explanation of <rAp| iyevtro, unless ^ Dorner says that Apollinaris view- 

•• man" is used in the sense of man- ed the Word as the eternal archetype 

hood. Comp. Athan. Orat. c. Arian. of humanity. Person of Chfist, i. 2. 

ill. 30. " became flesh" explained as 372. 
" becoming man." So Cyril, Explan. 
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Ad the world. And they too will be silenced who have said 
that the flesh was not capable of death *, but that it was 
of an immortal nature. For if He did not die, how was 
1 Cor. it that Paul delivered to the Corinthians that which also 
he received, that Christ died for our sins according to the 
Scriptures ? And how did He at all rise again, unless He 
had died? And they will be put to confusion who have 
even entertained the thought, that if the body were said to 
be from Mary, a Quaternity would be substituted for the 
Trinity : " for,** they say, " if we call the body coessential 
with the Word, the Trinity remains a Trinity, for the 
Word does not introduce anything foreign into it ; but if 
we say that the body which came from Mary was human, 
then, since the body is essentially foreign (to the Word,) 
and the Word is in the body, a Quaternity is necessarily 
subgtituted for a Trinity on account of the addition of the 
body/' 

9. When they say this, they do not consider how they 
contradict themselves. For even if they say that the body 
was not from Mary, but was itself coessential with the 
Word, not the less will they herein be proved to be, on 
their own shewing, asserting a Quaternity, the very point 
on which they hypocritically insist, apparently lest they 

, should be supposed to hold such opinions. For as the 
Son, being, according to the fathers, coessential with the 

. Father, is not Himself the Father, but is called a coessen- 
tial Son, in regard to the Father'' ; so the "coessential body 
of the Word" is not the Word Himself, but is diflerent 
from the Word : and since it is different, then on their 
shewing their Trinity will be a Quaternity ^ : for it is not 
the true and really perfect and undivided Trinity which 
receives an addition, but only the Trinity conceived of by 
them. And how can they be any longer Christians, since 

* On the naturally mortal character They were a section of the Monophy. 

of our Lord's Body, see Athan. Orat. sites; they insisted on Acts 2. 27, 

c, Arian. ii. 66, that to the body (i. e. wrongly inferring from it (see Leon- 

as assumed by Him) death belonged, tins, in Galland. xii. 679) that Christ's 

(see note in loc. Athan. Treat, ii. 375) body was of itself not liable either to 

and ib. iii. 56, that He assumed a body death or to wear and tear, 
by nature mortal. This was after- ^ So Hilary de Trin. iy. 6. 
wards denied by the Aphthartodo- * Compare c. ApoUin. i. 9. 
cetffi, in whose error Justinian died. 
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they conceive of a different God from the existing God ? 
For, again, even in that other sophism of theirs one may 
discern the greatness of their folly. For if "*, because it 
stands written in the Scriptures that the Saviour^s body was 
from Mary and was human, they think that a Quaternity 
is asserted instead of a Trinity, on the ground that an 
addition takes place on account of the body, they go 
far astray by placing the thing made on a footing of equa- 
lity with the Maker, and imagining that the Godhead can 
receive an addition: and they know not that it was not 
for the sake of an addition to the Godhead that the Word 
became flesh, but that the flesh might rise again : nor was 
it for the Word's own improvement that He came forth 
from Mary, but that He might redeem the race of men. 
How then can they think that the body, redeemed and 
quickened through the Word, can make any addition to 
the Godhead of the Word who redeemed it ? On the con- 
trary, the human body itself has received a great addition 
by the Word's fellowship and union with it : for instead 
of mortal, it has become immortal; and whereas it was 
animal ^^ it has become spiritual ; and whereas it came from 
the earth, it has passed through the doors of heaven. But 
the Trinity, even now that the Word received a body from 
.Mary, is a Trinity, not receiving addition or diminution, 
but is ever perfect, and in Trinity is acknowledged one 
Godhead", and so in the Church is proclaimed one God, 
the Father of the Word p. 

10. From this consideration they also' will henceforward 
be silenced who have ever said that He who came forth 
from Mary was not Himself the Christ and Lord and God \ 

■ Qaoted by Theodoret, Dial. ii. of the Trinity, speaks of It in this 
p. 137. sense, as *' recapitulated into Unity," 

■ YtfXuc^''- nnspiritoa], as in S. Paol's Orat. 6. 22. Compare Liddon, Bamp. 
use, 1 Cor. 2. 14 ; 15. 44. liect. p. 422; and Newman's Sermons, 

« Compare Tom. l.ad Afr. 11. ri. 58, ''The g^reat safe^piard to the 

p The Father heokf; the *' fount of doctrine of our Lord's Dirinity is the 

Godhead." On the sense in which the doctrine of His Sonship.*' And again. 

Father is called '* the only tree God" ib. yi. 358, *' Vvnt we read that God 

&c. see Newman's Arians, p. 180, and is one ; next, that He has an Only. 

Athanas. Treatises L 45. This is the begotten Son ; further, that this . . • 

prindple of the ' Monarchia.' It is Son . . . the Word ... is God." 
represented by the language of the ^ He now turns to the theory of an 

Te Deum ; and Gregory of Nazianzus, association between the Dirine Wind 

while ardently insisting on the reality and a merely human Christ, and in 



58 Christ is Himself God Incarnate, 

Ad For, if He was not God in a body, how was it that at once 
S^^Mattl aft®'' He had proceeded from Mary, He was called Emma- 

1. 23. nuelf which iSj being interpreted, God with us? or how if 

the Word was not in the flesh, did Paul write to the 

Rom. P. Romans, of whom is Christ according to the flesh, who is over 

^' all, God blessed for ever % Jmen ? Let them therefore who 

have formerly denied the Crucified to be God, acknowledge 

their error, yielding to the divine Scriptures, and especially 

to Thomas, who, after seeing in Him the prints of the nails, 

s. J« hn cried out. My Lord and my God » / For the Son * being 

f c^' ^^^ *^^ ^^^ o/^'o^5 was in that body which was igno- 

2. 8. miniously pierced with nails, and treated with dishonour : 

and the body suffered indeed, when it was pierced on the 
wood, and from its side flowed blood and water ; yet, being 
the temple of the Word, it continued to be filled with the 
Godhead. On this account, then, the sun seeing its Maker 
endure this in the body which was being outraged, con- 
tracted its rays, and darkened the earth ; and the body it- 
self, having a mortal nature, transcended its own nature 
by rising again, because of the Word present in it ; and its 
natural power of corruption was arrested, and having put 
on the super-human Word, it became incorruptible. 

11. And as to the imagination of those who say, that as 
^ the Word came to each of the prophets °, so too He came 

effect supplies materials Cm* the refd- " See on . the Tome, c. 7. Hilary 

tatioDofNestoriaiii8m,asinc. ApolUn. notices this thecnry in de Trin. x. 21, 

i. 12. So does Epiphanius in an ad- and adds, *' Cnm ipse ille Filios ho- 

mirable passage of User. 77, 39 ; be- minis ipse sit qui et Filios Dei, quia 

ginning with a disclaimer of "two totus hominis Filios totus Dei Rlius 

Christs," he goes on, " The selfsame sit : quam ridicule prster Dd Fllium 

was God and man. Not as if He qui Verbum caro fEictum est, alium 

dwelt in a man, but that He Himself nescio quem tanquam prophetam Ver- 

became man wholly. Not that He bo Dei animatum pnedicalnmus !'* 

was a man who was advanced to God- Cyril, adv. Orient, c 1. (Pusey,p.276.) 

head," &c. censures " those who say that the 

' ** God blessed for ever," in this Word came into a holy man, as into 

text, is understood by Athanasius of one of the prophets, but that the 

** Christ," see c. Apollin. L 10; Orat. Christ and the Word of God, who 

c. Arian. i. 10, 11, 24 ; iy. 1 ; £p. ad was the Father's Son before the ages. 

Scrap. L 28. See liddon, Bamp. were different from eadi other." See 

Lect. p. 313. Cyril, «'Quod unus nt Christus," 751. 

* Greg. Naz. urged that He was (Pusey, p. 386.) Nestorians endea- 
•really in flesh after His Resurrection, youred to meet the objection, " You 
else He could not haye been handled, make the relation between God and 
Epist. 101. Christ ejusdem generis with that be- 

* Quoted by Theodoret, Dial. iii. tween God and one of the Prophets," 
p. 239. by saying that Christ had in ftdness 



not a mere human organ of the Word. 59 

'to a certain man born of Mary, it is superflous to examine 
it, for this wild notion of theirs carries its confutation on 
its face. For if it was in this sense that He came, why- 
was this Man born of a Virgin, and not himself also of man ^ 
and woman ? For it was in this latter way that each of the 
saints was born. Or why, if it was thus that the Word 
came, is not the death of every saint said to have taken 
place " for us,'' but only the death of this Man ? And why, 
if the Word sojourned with each one of the prophets, is it 
said in regard to Mary's Son alone, that He sojourned once Heb. 9. 
at the completion of the ages ? Or why, if He came as He ^^' 
came in the saints of former times, did not all those others 
rise again after death ? Why was it Mary's Son alone^ that . 
rose again the third day ? Or why, if the Word came just 
as He came to the rest, is Mary's Son alone called Em- ' 
manuel, in that she had given birth to a body filled with 
Godhead? For Emmanuel signifies God with us. Or 
why, if it was thus that He came, is not He Himself 
spoken of as eating and drinking, and labouring, and 
dying, in the case of every saint who ate and drank, and 
laboured, and died, and rtot solely in the case of Mary's 
Son ? For what His body suffered is spoken of as if He 
Himself suffered it \ And whereas of all the others it is 
only said that they were born and died, of Mary's Son v 
only it is said. And the Word became flesh. 

12. Whence it appears that to all the others the Word 
came in order that they should prophesy: but from Mary ^. 
the Word Himself took flesh and came forth as Man, being 
in His nature and His essence ^ the Word of God, but ac- 

what thejT had in measure: Cyril re- long respectively to His Godhead or 
plies, that on this view Christ excels His Manhood are predicated of His 
the prophets simply *' in quantity of One Person, who is both God and 
grace," &c. Compare note on the Man. Therefore those which belong 
Tome, c. 7. to manhood may be freely ascribed to 
X This is the " antidosis" or " com- Him as God, and those which belong 
municatio idiomatum," (to use tech- to Godhead may be ascribed to Him 
nical phrases,) consequent on the per- as Man. The ** communicatio " con- 
sonal union of Godhead and Manhood sists merely in this, that they all be- 
in the one Cluist. See S. Tho. Aquin. long to the same Person. See above. 
Sum. 3. 16. 4, 5 ; Hooker, v. 53. 4 ; c. 6. In the text Athanasius clearly 
Pearson on Creed, (art. 4.) vol. i. admits that the Word Himself did in 
p. 328 ; Athanasian Treatises, ii. 443, His humanity " labour and die." 
note; Bp. Forbes on Nicene Creed, ^ On the Athanasian use of oiKria 
p. 206 ; Liddon, Bamp. Lect. p. 258. and i^6(ns for our Lord's Divine nature 
AU the titles or properties which be- see Newman, Ath. Treat, ii. 345, 



62 Avians have come to deny the Manhood, 

Ad is at once a suggestion of the devil, and an imitation of 
' the wicked Jews. For as they, when convicted on every 
point, devised pretexts to their own ruin, so as simply to 
deny the Lord, and draw down on themselves the evils 
which had been predicted; in the same way also these 
men, seeing themselves held up to obloquy on all sides, 
and observing that their heresy has become abhorred by 

Rom. 1. all men, become inventors of evil things, so that by not 
desisting from their fightings against the truth, they may 
remain in truth fighters against Christ. For whence has 
this mischief also sprung up among them? How is it that 
they have at all dared to utter this new insult against the 
Saviour ? But, as it seems, the impious man is a wicked 

2 Tim. 3. creature, and really reprobate concerning the faith. For 
formerly, while denying the Godhead of the Only-begotten 
Son of God, they pretended that at any rate they acknow- 
ledged His coming in the flesh ;^ but now, taking a down- 
ward course little by little, they have fallen away from even 
this opinion of theirs, and are become godless at all points, 
so as neither to recognize Him as God, nor to believe that 
He became Man. For had they believed this, they would 
not have uttered such things as your Piety has written 
down to their condemnation. 

2. You indeed, O beloved and truly longed for, have 
acted in accordance with the Church's tradition and with 
piety towards the Lord, by confuting, exhorting, and re- 
buking men like these. But since, being stimulated by 

P» 82. their father the devil, they, as the Scripture says, have not 
known nor understood, but walk on in darkness, let them 
learn from your Piety that such 'misbelief as theirs comes 
from Valentinus and Marcion and Manicheeus ® : some of 

^ T^vivaapKovvapovffiav, A 'Wery copies this: when Eranistes says 

frequent phrase " with Athanasius, that the Word did not assume flesh, 

see Athan. Treat. lib. Path. i. 252 ; Orthodox answers, "As for as I see, 

note on Orat. c. Arian. i. 49 ; and we have to contend against partisans 

below c. 6, 8. Cyril of Jerusalem of Valentinus, and Marcion, and 

uses it for the first Advent in Catech. Manes," Dial. i. p. 29. It became 

xii. 15. for Christ's Humanity in iii. usual to call the Eutychians followers 

11. Epiphanius uses it for Christ's of Valentinus, see Fleury, b. 29. 

Humanity, Hser. 77. 18, 19, 32; for c. 29; Gore's Tieo the Great, p. 60, 

His life as man, ib. 77. 26. in series of "The Fathers for English 

« See c. Apollin. i. 12. and cf. Readers." 
Epiphan. Heer. 77. 25. Theodoret 



^ 
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whom brought in the notion of " semblance^" instead of 
reality, and others, dividing what cannot be divided, denied 
that the Word became flesh and dwelt among us. Why S. John 
then, since they think with those men, do they not also ^' ^^' 
take up the inheritance of their names ? For it is reason- 
able that they should bear the names of those whose error 
they hold, so as to be hereafter called Yalentinians and 
Marcionites and Manicheans; and perhaps in that case 
they might be brought to shame by the ill-sounding appella- 
tions, and enabled to see into what a depth of impiety they 
have fallen. And it would be but just to give them no 
further answer, according to the Apostle's exhortation, A i^t^ 3^ 
heretic after a first and second admonition reject, knowing ^^' 
that such a one is subverted^ and sinneth, being self-con-- 
demned : especially because the Prophet also says of such 
persons, The fool will speak foolish things, and his heart isa. 32. 
unll imagine vain things. But since, after the example of ^- 
their leader, they themselves also go about like lions, seek- 1 §. Pet. 
ing whom among the simple they may devour, it has there- 5- ^' 
fore become necessary for us to reply to your Piety, that 
the brethren, being again instructed by your admonition, 
may condemn yet more fully the vain talking of these 
men. 

3. We do not "worship a creature®;" God forbid! for 
such error as that belongs to Heathens^ and to Arians^; but 

^ ASKTitriv, comp. Ep. ad Epict. 7 ; worshipped Emmanuel as a mere 

c. Apollin. L 3 ; ii. 12; see Orat. c. man, they would fall into Heathenish 

Arian. ii. 70, "He took true flesh, idolatry: (alluding to the then preya- 

though Valentinus may raye." lent notion that many of the Pagans' 

* The persons in question argued, gods were deified men, Athan. c. 

*' If you ascribe to the Christ, whom Gentes, 9.) 

you adore, a really hutaian nature, you ^ The Arian worship of the Son, 

inyest that humanity with the quality considered as a creature, though the 

of adorableness, and in this sense you eldest and highest of creatures, was 

worship a creature." So Greg. Naz. formal idolatry, as the Fathers repeat- 

intimates that the ApoUinarians call- edly urged. E. g. Athan. Ep. JEg, 

ed the Catholics Man-worshippers, 13 ; Hist. Ari. 80 ; de Syn. 50, Orat. 

Epist. 101. He himself says, " If any c. An. i. 8; iii. 16. So Epiphanius 

one does not worship the Crucified, tersely argues, " Tf He is not true 

let him be anathema, and ranked with God, He is not adorable ; and if He 

the Deicides," ib. See c. Apollin. is created. He is not God. And if 

i. 21. The passage in the text is also He is not adorable, why is He called 

translated in Dr. Pusey's Lenten Ser- Diyine (deoXoyflrat) ? Cease then, you 

mons, p. 440, and his Letter to Bp. who haye again set up the image of , 

Blomfield, p. 157. Nebuchadnezzar T' Heer. 69. 31. See 

' See Cyril Alex, de recta fide ad too Peter in Theod. iy. 22, that Arians 

Theod. 31. (Pusey, p. 98.) that if men worship " a new God," (alluding to 



64 JVe worship the Son as Incarnate. 

Ad worship the Lord of creation as Incarnate, the Word of 

JvDELPH 

God. For although theflesh, considered by itself, is d por- 
tion of the things created, yet it has become God's Body\ 
And we neither divide this body, being such, from the Word, 
and worship it by itself; nor do we, while wishing to wor- 
ship the Word, set Him far off from the flesh. But, know- 
ing, as we said before, that the Word became flesh, so do 
we recognize Him as God even although He came to exist 
in flesh. Who, then, is so senseless as to say to the Lord, 
*^ Withdraw from the body, that I may worship Thee*?" 
or who is so impious as to say to Him, with the senseless 

S. John Jews, on account of the body. Wherefore dost ThoUy being 

* ' a man, make thyself God ? But not such was the mind of 

the leper; for he worshipped God as existing in a body, 

S.Matt. and knew that it was God, saying, Lord^ if Thou wilt, 

^' ^' Thou canst make me clean. And he neither, because of 
the flesh, deemed the Word of God to be a creature, nor 
did he, because the Word was the Framer ^ of all creation, 
set at nought the flesh which He had put on; but he wor- 
shipped the Creator of the universe as in a created temple, — 

lb. 9. 20. and he was cleansed. So too the woman with the issue of 
blood, after believing, and simply touching the hem of 

lb. 8. 26. His garment, was healed ; and the sea with its foaming- 
billows listened to the Word Incarnate, and ceased from its 

8. John raging : and the man blind from birth was healed by the 

9. 6. Word with the spittle of His flesh. And, what is greater 

and more astonishing, (for this perhaps has caused those 

LXX Ps. 80. 9). See other quotations Apol. adv. Orient. 11, (Posey, p. 373.) 

in Mozley on Theory of Develop- Because He whose body it was, since 

ment, p. 74 : and ib. p. 78, "Idolatry He had assumed it, was no other than 

could not attach to the Arian idea God the Word, therefore it was 

in its application : for as far as our " God's Body." Cyril quoted this 

Jjord was the object of their wor- for tlie Personal Union, the identity 

ship; they were not idolatrous. It of the Christ with the Eternal Son, 

attached to it in its substance. The as opposed to the (Nestorian) idea 

position was in itself an idolatrous of an association, exceptionally close, 

one. It supposed a being who was between the Son of God and a per- 

not to be supposed," &c. sonally human Christ. Apollinaris 

^ Cf. Epict. 6; Max. 2; c. ApoUin. i. misused this expression as if " God's 

6, 10, 18 ; ii. 14 ; see Orat. c. Arian, flesh" were equivalent to ** God," 

11. 61 ; and ib. Ui. 31, "though He Galland. xu. 704. 

was God, He had a body of His own." ^ Epiphanius, in 374, imitated this. 

Cyril Alex, claims "our blessed father " Let no one, then, say to the Only- 

Athanasius as saying that the body of begotten, ' Lay aside the body, that 

Christ was the Word's own body, but I may adore Thee.* " Ancorat. 51. 

born of a woman akin to our own :" ^ A'rifiiovpy6p. Cf. c. 4 : ad Afros, 5. 
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most impious men to stumble :) even when the Lord was 
hanging on the^ Cross itself, (for the body was His, and in 
it was the Word) the sun was darkened, and the earth S. Luke 
trembled, the rocks rent, and the veil of the temple was ^'^[^ 
rent, and many bodies of the saints who slept arose ^ ^> 51. 

4. Now these things did take place, and no one doubted, 
as now the Arians dare to do, whether it was right to 
trust the Word Incarnate : but even while seeing a man, 
they recognized Him as being their Maker ; and while hear- 
ing a human voice, they did not say, on account of what 
was human, that the Word was a creature, but rather 
trembled, and none the less acknowledged Him than if He 
were speaking out of a holy temple. How then is it that 
the impious men do not fear lest, as they did not like Rom. l. 
to retain God in their knowledge, they may be delivered to ^^* 
a reprobate mind, to do the things that are not befitting ? 
For the creature does not worship a creature ™ : nor again 
did it, on account of the flesh, decline to worship its own 
Creator : but it saw its own Maker in a body, and in the Phil. il. 
Name of Jesus Christ every knee bowed, and what is more, ^^>^^* 
will bow, of things in heaven, and things on earth, and 
things under the earth; and every tongue shall confess, even 
though it may not please the Arians, that Jesus Christ is 
the Lord, to the glory of God the Father. For the flesh 
brought no dishonour to the Word, God forbid ! but ra- 
ther has itself been glorified by Him. Nor when the Son, 
eaAsting in the form of God, took on Him thje form of a ib. 6, 7. 
servant, was His Godhead diminished"; but rather He 
Himself became the Liberator of all flesh and all creation. 
And further, if God sent forth His Son, born of a woman. Gal. 4. 4. 
that event brings us no shame, but rather glory and great 
grace. For He became Man, that He might make us di- / 

* So Ep. Maxim. 2. Divine powers, the full ejijoyment of 

"* A repetition of what he says in Divine glory, the '< status majestatis 

Orat. c. Arian. ii. 28. sute," Q^igen de Princ. ii. 6. 1. See 

** Comp. c. Apollin. i. 2. The k4' Oosterzee's Image of Christ, pp. 143, 

vwvis could not consist in any such 181 and comp. Bp. Ellicott on Phil, 

actual diminution ; for He who is God 2. 7. Cyril explains it as the self-hu- 

could as soon cease to be as to part miliation which was involved in the 

with what is of His essence. It in- Incarnation, but which yet could not 

volved, savs S. Hilary, no '' abolitio affect His essential Deity, Quod unus 

natune," de Trin. ix. 14. It consist- sit Christus, (Pusey, p. 373.) Similarly 

ed in a waiving of the full exercise of Leo's Tome, c. 3. 



66 To disparage His fleshy thankless. 

AD vine® in Himself: and He was made of a woman, and born 

* of a Virgin, that He might carry over into Himself that 

original nature p of ours which had been perverted, and we 

1 S. Pet. thenceforward might become a holy generation, and par- 

2's.'pet. takers of a Divine nature, as the blessed Peter wrote^: and 

J: "*• moreover, what the law could not do, in that it was weak 

3. * ' through the flesh, God, having sent His own Son in the 

likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the 

flesh. 

5. Therefore, as for those who disparage that flesh which 
was assumed by the Word, in order to liberate all men, 
and raise up men from the dead, and make redemption for 
sin, or those who, on account of it, accuse the Son of God 
of being a creature or a work % how can they appear in any 
other light than as thankless and worthy of all detestation? 
For they do all but say aloud to God, *^ Do not send Thine 
Only-begotten Son in flesh ; do not make Him to take flesh 
from a Virgin ; (do not,) that He may not redeem us from 
death and sin. We wish Him not to be born in flesh, that 
He may not undergo death for us: we choose that the 
Word should not become flesh, in order that He may not 
therein become a mediating agent of our access to Thee, 
and that we may not dwell in the heavenly mansions. Let 
the gates of heaven be closed, that Thy Word may not, 
Heb. 10. through the veil of the flesh, make for us a new way in the 
heavens.'^ These sayings of theirs are being uttered with 
diabolical audacity, through the perverse notion which they 
have imagined for themselves. For those who refuse to 
worship the Word made flesh are unthankful for their 
liberation : and those who divide the Word from the flesh, 
think that there has not taken place any redemption from 
sin, or any overthrow of death. But where will the im- 
pious men at all find that flesh, which the Saviour took, 
existing by itself, so that they may venture to say, ''We do 

** This bold phrase is used in De Arian. iii. 19. 

Synod. 51, and Orat. c. Arian. i. 42; p Literally, "birth which had been 

ii. 70; iii. 37. " It was usual," says led astray." 

Newman, " with Athanasius to call (he i See this quoted in Orat. c. Arian. 

Incarnation a 04<»<ris or OeoiroiTiffts of i. 16. Athanasius, we see^ recognises 

the iivdpd^ivov,** Tracts Theol. and 2 S. Peter as canonical. 

Eccles. p. 315. For a caveat against 'Arian watchwords. See Ep. to 

misuse of such language, see Orat. c. Jovian, 4. 
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not worship the Lord with the flesh, but we separate off 
the body, and worship Him alone ■ ? '' Truly the blessed 
Stephen saw the Lord in heaven standing on the right hand: Acts 7. 
and the angels said to the disciples, He will come in Hke^^'i n^ 
manner as ye have seen Him go into heaven : yes, and the 
Lord Himself said, addressing the Father, Twill that they fi^S}^ 
be even with Me where I am. And altogether, if the flesh 
is inseparable from the Word, is it not necessary that those 
men should either lay aside their error, and henceforward 
worship the Father in the Name of our Lord Jesus Christ*; 
or, as not worshipping nor serving that Word who came 
in flesh, should be cast out on all hands and no longer 
reckoned as Christians, but either as Heathens or as among 
the Jews ? 

6. To these men, then, as we said above, belongs such 
madness and audacity as this : but our faith is right, and 
derived from Apostolic teaching and the tradition of the 
fathers, and confirmed both from the New and the Old 
Testament", for the Prophets say. Send out Thy word and Ps. 43. 3. 
Thy truth, and. Behold, the Virgin shall conceive and bear S. Matt. 
a Son, and they shall call His Name Emmanuel, which is, 
being interpreted, God with us. And what does this mean 
save that God was born in flesh ? And the Apostolic tra- 
dition ^ teaches it, for blessed Peter says. Since then Christ i s. Pet. 
suffered for us in flesh; and Paul writes, Looking for the^,y ^ 
blessed hope and appearance of the glory of our great God 13, 14. 
and Saviour Jesus Christ, who gave Himself for us that He 
might redeem us from all iniquity, and purify unto Himself 
a peculiar people, zealous of good works. How then did 
He give Himself for us, unless He was clothed with flesh ? 
For it was by offering flesh that He gave Himself for us, 
that, having undergone death in it, He might destroy him Heb. 2. 
that had the power of death, the devil. Therefore we al- ^^* 

■ I.e. the bodjT of Christ is insepa- c. Art. i. 42. 

rable from His Divine Personality. " Here Scripture is treated as con- 

Cp. c. Apollin. ii. 15. The passage firmatory of Catholic tradition. So in 

Id the text is translated in Dr. Pasey's Orat. c. Adan. iii. 28. Compare 

Ijetter to Bp. Blomfield, p. 158. Com- Keble, Acad. Sermons, p. 385 if. 

pare on this inseparableness Pusey on ' Here " tradition " is used for an 

Real Presence, p. 331'. actual portion of Scripture. C Apol- 

*■ Which, in his mind, would imply lin. i. 22. For a comment on the text 

the adoration of our Lord. Cp. Orat. see Orat. c. Arian. iii. 34. 

f2 



68 God was adored in His Temple : 

AD ways give thanks in the name of Jesus Christ : and we do 

ADELPH * t» If 

Eph. 5. ^^* reject thAt grace which came to us through Him. For 
20. the Saviour's presence in flesh became the ransom from 

death; and the salvation of all creation. Therefore, O be- 
loved and longed for, let those who love the Lord be put 
in remembrance of these things, and let those who have 
imitated the conduct of Judas, and forsaken the Lord that 
they might be companions of Caiaphas, receive by these 
condemnations a better teaching, if haply they are willing, 
if haply they can be made ashamed. And let them know 
that when we worship the Lord in flesh, it is not a creature 
that we worship, but the Creator as clothed with a created 
body, as we said above. 

7. But we could wish your Piety to ask them this fur- 
ther question. When Israel was commanded to go up to 
Jerusalem to worship in the temple of the Lord, where 
Heb. 9. was the ark, and above it the cherubim of glory oversha- 
^' , doming the mercy^seat^ did they do well, or the contrary ? 
If they did amiss, why did those who neglected the law in- 
cur a penalty? For it is written, that whosoever should 
Deut. 16. set at nought the law, and not go up, should be cut off from 
^^' among the people. But if they did well, and in this matter 

became pleasing to God, do not those foul Arians, baser 
than all heretics, deserve many a deaths, because, wliile ap- 
proving the old law on account of the honour done to the 
temple, they do not choose to worship the Lord when 
existing in the flesh as in a temple ' ? And yet the ancient 
temple was constituted of stones and gold, as being a sha- 
dow; but when the reality came, the type thenceforward 
S. Matt, ceased, and, as the Lord said, there remained not one stone 
24. 2. upon another that was not thrown down. And men did 
not, on the one hand, while beholding the temple made of 
stones, think that the Lord who spoke in that very temple 
was a creature; nor did they despise the temple, and go 
away to a distance to worship : but they entered into it, 

y This yehement expression may ' Cp. Orat. c. Ari. ill. 53. Nesto- 

be compared with that in Orat. if. rias in his sermons (ap. Marius Merca- 

28, *' Let them be stoned by all men." tor) applied this imagery of *' temple" 

So in Deer. Nic. 28. But S. Atha- and <*garment" not simply to Christ's 

nasius was on principle opposed to body, but to Christ Himself, whom he, 

persecution, Apol. de Fuga 23 ; Hist, in effect, regarded as a distinct person 

Ari. 33, Q7, from the Son of God. 
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and worshipped, according to the law, the God who gave 
oracles from the temple. Since then this was so, can that 
Body of the Lord which is truly all-holy and worthy of all 
reverence, as to which the Archangel Gabriel brought good 
tidings, which was fashioned by the Holy Spirit, and made 
the clothing of the Word, be other than adorable * ? It was 
surely a bodily hand, which the Lord stretched forth, when S. Matt. 
He raised up the woman suffering from fever ; and it was 
a human voice which He uttered, when He raised Lazarus 
from the dead ^, and again it was when He stretched forth 
hands upon the cross that He cast down the prince of the Eph.2.2. 
power of the air, that which ^ now worketh in the children of 
disobedience^ and made the path through the heavens open 
for us. 

8. Therefore he who dishonours the temple, dishonours 
the Lord who dwells in the temple : and he who divides 
the Word from the body, rejects the grace which was given 
to us in Him. And further, let not those most impious 
Ariomaniacs ^ think that because the body is created, the 

* " An the Angels of heaven adore offers "one adoration " as to the Only- 
it," says Hooker, v. 54. 9. The Body begotten, the one Christ, God and 
of Christ is adorable as being ever in Man. Epist. 104. So the fifth General 
union with, not as if it could exist Council condemned those wliose wor- 
apart from, His Divine Personality, ship of Christ involved either the Nes- 
to which the adoration is directed, torian or the Eutychian idea, and or- 
see c. Apollin. i. 6. Compare Pusey dered that He should be " adored by 
on Real Presence, p. 331. The illus- one adoration as God the Word incar- 
tration from the temple is obviously nate with (/liercb) His own flesh," Man- 
very imperfect ; there being no such si, ix. 381. When Apollinaris inferred 
relation between the temple and the from this principle that " the same 
- God of Israel as between Christ's body could not be both adorable and not 
and Christ Himself. Epiphanius' 11- adorable, therefore could not be alto- 
lustration from the homage paid to gether God and Man" (Leontius), he 
the Emperor In his purple robe (An- seems to have meant, not at once a 
corat. 51). is still more unsatisfactory. Divine and a human person. There- 
On the inevitable imperfection of il- in he was right, for our Lord's Per- 
lustrations, see note in Athan. Treat, sonality is both single and Divine. 
ii. 53. On the prindple of " one ado- Or in other words, because it is sin- 
ration" (which Apollinaris had per- gle, therefore it is Divine. '*For He 
verted, Mai, Nov. Collect, vii. 17), see Himself refers to its actings before 
Cyril's 8th Article. His ** Eastern" His human nature was assumed:" 
critics admitted that it would be < Before Abraham was, / am.' Wil- 
wrong to offer worship to the flesh berforce on the Incarnation, p. 132. 
and to the Word. Nestorius had said, Cf. Hooker, v. 53. 3. 
<< Let us venerate the man who by the *> See the Tome, 7: and Orat. c. 
Divine 'connection' is worshipped with Arian. iii. 3. 32. 
God the Word;" and this, Cyril said, « ToO icvivfiaros is omitted in this 
implied a duality of Persons, Apol. adv. quotation. 

Orient. 8. Th^oret, writing to Fla- <* See the Tome 1. and c. Apollin. 

vian of Constantinople, says that he ii. 19. 
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AD Word also is a creature ; nor let them, because the Word 
' is not a creature, put a slur upon His body. For one may 
well wonder at their perverse notions, because they mix up 
and confound all things, and find out pretexts, merely in 
order that they may put the Creator into the number of 
the creatures. But let them listen to this • : if the Word 
had been a creature. He would not hare assumed a created 
body, in order that He might give it life. For what help 
can come to the creatures from a creature, which itself is 
in need of salvation '? But since the Word, being Creator, 
Himself became the Maker » of the creatures, therefore also 
at the completion of the ages. He Himself clothed Himself 
with what was created, in order that He again, as Creator, 
might renew it, and be able to repair it. But no creature 
can ever be saved by a creature ; even as the creatures could 
not, supposing the Word not to have been Creator, have 
been created by a creature. Wherefore let them not put 
a false sense on the Divine Scriptures, nor a stumbling- 
block in the way of the simpler brethren ; but, if they are 
so minded, let them even reconsider their own opinions, 
and no longer worship the creature rather than the God 
who created all things **. But if they choose to adhere to 
" their own impieties, let them be left alone in taking their 
fill of these things, and gnashing their teeth like their fa- 
ther the devil, because the faith of the Catholic Church 
knows the Word of God to be Creator and Maker of all 
s. John things : and we know that in the beginning was the Word, 
1* ^' and the Word was with God, and Him too we worship as 
having become Man for our salvation, not as an equal 
made to exist in a body equal to ours, but as a Master 
Pha.2. 7. who has taken on Him the form of a servant, and as Maker 
and Creator who has become present in a creature, that, 
having made all things free in Himself, He might bring 

« Quoted hj Tlieodoret, Dial. ii. effective Redeemer must be Divine, 

p. 137, as from the Epist. to Epicte- Comp. Proclus, Homily, c. 5, with 

tus. Liddon, Bamp. Lect. p. 478. 

' So in Orat. c. Arian. ii. ^7. "How » ArifitovpySs, see c. 3, 4. 

could a thing made be joined to the ^ I.e. let them give up their Arian- 

Creator by a thing made, or what ism, which, wliile calling the Son a 

succour could have come from like to created being, inconsistently worships 

like, when the one as well as the other Him. Cf. c. 3. 
was in need of it ?" As if to say, An 
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the world into His Father's presence, and give peace to all 
things, both things in heaven and things on earth. For 
thus we both recognize His Godhead as belonging to the 
Father^, and adore His presence in flesh, even though 
Ariomaniacs burst ^ with rage. Salute aU who love our 
Lord Jesus Christ. We pray that you may be in health, 
and may remember us before the Lord, O beloved and 
truly longed for. If it be necessary, let this be read to 
Hierax the presbyter. 

* T^p TwrpiK^v alnov Oc^ra, So to the Father's essence is the Son." 
in Orat. c. Arian iii. 3, '* the Godhead ^ He uses the same phrase in Orat. 

of the Father is the Being of the Son." c. Ari. ii. 23. 
Comp. ib. 6. *' That which is proper 



S. ATHANASIUS^ LETTER TO MAXIMUS, 

PHILOSOPHER. 

INTRODUCTION. 

Mazimus, a Christian ** phiiosopher,*' had written to Athanasios about vari- 
oos classes of *' heretics," some of whom denied the Son's trae Divinity, 
others sulistitated for the Incarnation a mere association between the 
Word and Jesas Christ, while .others received the coarser form of Ebionism 
by rejecting the supernatural character of the Nativity. Athanasius, about 
371, replied to him in this letter. 

The Benedictine editors of Athanasius identify this Maximus with the '* Cynic" 
of that name who afterwards practised on the simplicity of S. Gregory of 
Nazianzus, (Orat. 25) intrigued against him, was irregularly consecrated 
by Egyptian bishops for the see of Constantinople, and subsequently dis- 
owned in a canon of the Council of Constantinople, in 381, but recognised 
for a while by the Westerns, including S. Ambrose. But the editors of 
Gregory Nazianzen (monit. in Orat. 25.) contend with better reason that 
the Athanasian Maximus was a different person : for he is described by 
Athanasius in 371 as a man of piety and learning, whereas the Maximus 
who duped Gregory << had not put on the mask of piety " before his return 
from exile in 379. 

ATHANASIUS TO MAXIMUS. 

To MY SON BELOVED AND TRULY LONGED FOR, MAXI- 
MUS, PHILOSOPHER, ATHANASIUS SENDS GREETING 
IN THE LORD. 

1. When I read what you had written, I appreciated 
your piety : but I wondered much at the rashness of those 

1 Tim, I. who understand neither what they say nor whereof they 
affirmy and, in fact, determined to be silent ; for to r^ply 
as to matters so plain, and more luminous than light, is 
nothing else but to furnish these transgressors with occa- 
sions for shamelessness. And this we have learned from 
the Saviour*. For when Pilate had washed his hands 
himself, and taken cognisance of the calumnious charges 

8. Mark of the Jews of that time ^, the Lord gave him no further 

15.5. 

S. Matt. * See Origen, Fref. to c. Celsum. S. Hilary says to an Arian, " How 

27. 19. ^ A hint tbat Arians are the Jews much more irreligious art thou than 

of " this time." See note in Athana- a Jew !" de Trin. vii. 23. 

sian Treatises, Lib. Path. ii. 282. 
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answer^ but instead^ made an oracular communication to 
Klate's wife, in order that He who was under trial might 
be believed to be God, not by word but by power. And 
while He gave no answer to the idle questioning of Cai- 
aphas, He Himself by His promise brought over all men 
to knowledge (of Himself.) Accordingly, after delaying 
for a long time, and observing the logomachies ® of those 
shameless men, I was with difficulty induced to yield to 
your zeal for the truth, and have dictated just as much as 
refers to what you wrote, and no more : in order that the 
adversary may at least be convinced by those same truths 
which he has gainsaid, and refrain his tongue from evil, Ps. 34. 
and his lips that they speak no guile. And God grant that ' 
such persons may no longer join those Jews who passed by S. Matt. 
in reviling Him that hung on the tree, (and saying,) If Thou ^J* q^^', 
art Son of Gody save Thyself. But if even after this they 3. 13. 
will not hide their heads, still do you, remembering the 
Apostle's exhortation, avoid a heretical man after the first Tit. 3. 
and second admonition, knowing that such a ofie is perverted ^^» ^^' 
and sinneth^ being self-condemned. For if those who dare 
to say such things as these are Gentiles or Judaizers, let 
them, as Jews, deem the cross of Christ a stumblingblock, l Cor. l. 
and, as Greeks, a folly. But if they represent themselves ^^' 
to be Christians, let them learn that the crucified Christ is lb. 2. 8. 
Himself the Lord of glory \ and the Power of God and the lb. i. 24. 
Wisdom of God. 
2. But if they doubt whether He be God, let them pay 

' Ep. Joy. 4 ; de Sjn. 54. since the selfsame is God and Man 

' Compare c. Apoll. ii. 16. See ... He who partook of both natures, 

Epiphan. Her. 77, 32, that some the hipian and the divine, underwent 

Ap<SDinarians misuse this text. On the Passion in the nature of man : ut 

its true force see Pearson on Creed, i. indiscrete ct Dominus majestatis di- 

324. ff. S. Cyril employs it. Quod catier esse qui passus est, et Filius 

unus sit Chnstus, (Pusey, p. 406.) hominis ... qui descendit de ccelo." 

" It was not a mere man, honoured De Fide ii. 7. 58. Similarly S. Leo 

... by connection with Him, that was quotes it in his Tome, c. 5. as an 

given for us : it is Himself, the Lord instance of the way in which " be- 

of glory, that was crucified," but *' in cause of this unity of person which 

fle&," so that '* although He be sud is to be recognised as in both na- 

to suffer in flesh," rTypcirai icoU otrw tures, the Son of man, we read, de- 

rb &ira0cs avr^ KoBh yoeircu Bcbs. (cf. scended from heaven, and the Son 

also his Thesaurus, p. 272.) Theo- of God is said to have been crucified, 

doret discusses it towards the end while He suffered this, not in the 

of his third Dialogue. S. Ambrose Godhead itself . . . but in the weak- 

interprets it to mean, ** not that He ness of human nature." So John 

was crucified in His majesty, but that Damascene, iii 3, 4. 
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AD regard to Thomas, who handled the Crucified % and said 



MAX. 

S. John 



26. 




that He was Lord and God. And let them stand in awe 
20. 28. of the Lord Himself, who, after He had washed the disci- 
lb. 13. pies' feet, said. Ye call me the Lord and the Teacher^ and 
^3- ye say well, for so I am. But the body in which He existed 

9 \F^^' ^^®^ ^® washed their feet, was that in which He bore our 
sins to the tree. And He was attended as Master of the 
creation when the sun withheld its beams ', and the earth 
was trembling, and the rocks were being rent, and the exe- 
S. Matt, cutioners recognized the Crucified One as truly the Son of 
God. For the body which was seen was not that of some 
man, but of God, that in which He existed when at the 
time of the crucifixion He raised the dead. Unhallowed 
therefore is that boldness, with which they say that it was 
to some holy man that the Word came ^ : for that took 
place in each of the prophets and of the other saints : so 
that He must not (be thought to) show Himself in each 
case as born and again dying. It is not so : God forbid ! 
Heb. 9. But once in the consummation of the ages, for the abolition 
of sins, did the Word Himself become flesh, and came forth 
from Mary the Virgin (as) man, like to ourselves, even as 
S. John He said to the Jews, Why seek ye to kill Me, a man who 
hath told you the truth F It is not by partaking of some 
man's body, but by receiving the Body of the Word Him- 
self ^, that we are made divine. 

3. And this is to me a matter of wonder, how they have 
even ventured to think that it was in the course of nature 
that He became Man \ For if this had been so, the men- 

« Ep. Epict. 6. On S. Thomas' of dignity , but as truly lifegiying and 

confession as accepted by Him whom belongmg to the Word HimseUf. For 

he called his Lord and his God, see bdng by nature life, as God, when 

Orat. c. Ari. ii. 23, and Hilary de He became one with His own flesh, 

Trin. yii. 12. He rendered it lifegiying." So in his 

' Ep. Adelph. 3. Explanation, art. 11, where he thus 

« See the Tome, 7 ; Ep. Epict. 2. interprets S. John 6. 63. *< For com- 

Cyril often argues similarly against mon flesh has no power to give life : 

the Nestorians. and this the Saviour Hims^ attests, 

^ This is the thought repeatedly saying, * The flesh profiteth nothing, 

urged by Cyril of Alexandria, that the the spirit is that which g^veth life ;' 

efficacy of the Holy Communion in- for since it has become the Word's 

volves the personal Divinity of Christ, own flesh, in this respect it is under- 

Thus in Ep. ad Nestor. 3. 7. (Pusey, stood to be, and is, lifegiidng." 

p. 26.) " Receiving the flesh of Christ ^ Eusebius says that some of the 

not as common flesh, . . . nor as that Ebionites denied the virginal birth of 

of a man who has been sanctified and Jesus, iii. 27. Paul of Samosata ex- 

associated with the Word by an union pressly admitted it ; '*The Virgin bore 



8.40. 
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tion of Mary were superflous^. For nature knows nothing • 

of a virgin becoming a mother without a man. Wherefore, 
by the good pleasure of the Father, being very God, and 
by nature the Word and Wisdom of the Father, He be- 
came corporeally Man, for the sake of our salvation, that, 
having somewhat to offer for uSy He might save us all, who Heb. 8. 
through fear of death were, all our lifetime subject to bon- ^^ ^ 15 
dage* For it was not any man that gave Himself for 
us : seeing that every man is liable to death, according to 
the words. Earth thou arty and to the earth shalt thou go. Gen. 3. 
which were spoken to all in Adam. Nor was it any other ^^' 
of the things created: for every creature is liable to changed 
But it was the Word Himself- who oflfered His own Body 
for us, that our faith and hope might not have a man for jer. i;. 
their object, but that we might fix our faith on God the ^' 
Word Himself. Assuredly, even when He became Man, 
we beheld His glory , a glory as of the Only-begotten from S. John 
the Father^ full of grace and truth. For that, as God, He ^^" 
gave dignity to the sufferings which He endured through 
the body, and while He hungered in flesh, in His Divine 
character He fed those who were hungering. And if any 
one is scandalized at His bodily acts™, let him rely on His 
Divine operations. For He asks humanly, where Lazarus 
is lying: but Divinely, He raises him up**. Wherefore, 
let no one laugh while calling Him a child, and mention- 
ing His "age^^ and "growth^' and His eating, and drink- 

Him through the Holy Spuit," notion of a change of a part of the 

Routh*8 Rell. Sacr. iii. 300. Divine nature into flesh : cf. Ep. 

^ Ufpirr^i rris Maplas ri fiviififiy an Epict. 2. Again ** Theodoret entitles 

expression used for a different pur- his 6rst Dialogue (against Eutych- 

pose in Ep. Epict. 4. ians) ''Arpeirros,* see Athan. IVeat. 

* *Tiroirr6s iffri rpovris, Comp. the ii. 289. 

Nicene anathema denying the Son to ^ See Orat. c. Ari. ii. 32 ; Cyril, 

be rpevrSs, l^p. ad Joy. 3. Change adv. Theod. 10, says that those who 

was impossible for God, therefore for think his humiliations lowering should 

His Son, see ad Afros. 7 ; Orat. c. the rather admire His great love ; 

An. i. 35. But according to the old and adv. Orient. 11. ** I do not think 

Arians, the Son*s nature was intrinsi- that any one of sound mind will find 

cally capable of moral change : and fault with Him because He stooped to 

an actual change of another land was our sphere for our sakes.'' Heresy 

supposed by the Arian notion that has often begun in mistaken rever- 

this nature became as a " soul" to the ence, Athan. Treat, i. 221 ; Pusey's 

Christ, which, says Hilary, would im- Sermons on Faith, p. 61. Cf. Lid- 

ply that the Word " de se defecerit," don's Univ. Serm. i. 200. 

de Trin. x. 50. Hence also the in- ° Comp. the Tome, 7, and S. Leo's 

dignation excited by the ApoUinarian Tome, 4. 
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AD ing, and suffering:'* lest, by denying the properties of the 
body, he should also deny entirely His coming on our be- 
half ^ And as it was not in the course of nature that He 
became man, so it was consistent that, having assumed a 
body. He should exhibit its properties, lest the Docetism p 
of Manes should prevail. But again it was consistent that 
while He was acting in a body, He should not conceal the 
attributes of the Godhead, lest the Samosatene should find 
a pretext, calling Him ^^ a man,'* as if He were another 
than the Word ^. 

4. Let the unbeliever then understand this,, and learn 
that He was an infant in the manger, but subjected the 
Magi to Himself, when He was worshipped by them ' : and 
He went down as a child into Egypt, but overthrew * the 
idolatrous images: and after being crucified in flesh. He 

s. Matt, raised up dead men who had long before mouldered into 

^^* ^^' decay. And it was made clear to all that He did not bear 

this for His own sake, but for ours, that we, being endued 

through His sufferings with insensibility to suffering *, and 

with immortality, might abide unto eternal life. 

5. I have dictated this in a concise form, borrowing it, 
as I said before, from what is your own, not working it 
out to further lengths, but only mentioning the subject 
of the Divine Cross, in order that the very circumstances 
at which the heedless stumbled might lead them, on better 
instruction, to adore the Crucified. But do you apply 
persuasion, in a genuine way, to the unbelievers ; perhaps 
they may somehow come from ignorance to clear know- 
ledge, and believe aright. And although what you wrote 
was sufficient, still it is well also to add the above, in reply 
to the contentious, by way of reminder: in order that 

<> This is an anticipation of the 3^ on Paul of Samosata's opinions, 

general anti-Eutychian argument, set ' Cp. Leo's Tome, c. 4. '* He is 

forth in the Tome or 28th Epistle of liord of all, whom the Magi rejoice to 

Leo, c. 5. adore on bended knee." 

P *avraffia. Compare on Manichean " Ka'Hipyri<re, This seems to allude 

Docetism, Ep. Epict. 7, Adelph. 2. to the story in the Apocryphal Gospel 

Athanasins means, The supernatural of the Infancy, c. 23, where Isa. 19. 1 

character of His birth made it all the is quoted. 

more necessary to exclude Docetism ' Alluding to the eagerness with 

by exhibiting the actual conditions of which Martyrs welcomed death for 

bodily life. His sake, &c. see De Incarn. Verb! 

^ "AKhov 6vra, See Tom. ad Ant. 29. 
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they may not, as if convicted, be made ashamed of their 
audacity, but, as if reminded, may not forget the truth ". 
For let the confession of faith, made by the fathers at 
Nicaea, stand good : for it is correct, and capable of over- 
throwing any impious heresy, and especially the Arian, 
which insults the Word of God, and necessarily falls into 
impiety against His Holy Spirit \ 

Greet all those who believe rightly. All who are with 
us greet you. 

* An instance of his tender consi- Spirit is to dislionour tlie Son. '' If 
derateness. His object is not to gain men .... consider tlie Son (as is tlie 
an argamentative ^ctory, whicli case) to be the Maker of tilings made, 
might not win over the opponents, but why do they call the Holy Spirit a 
to appeal to such true ideas as they creature, seeing that He has the same 
still held, and thus to lead them on to oneness ^th the Son, which the Son 
the full truth. So in De Synod. 41. has with the Father? If they had 

* That is, to dishonour the Son in- thought rightly of the Word, they 
▼olres dishonour to the Holy Spirit, would also have thought soundly of 
In Ep. ad Serap. 1. 2, he argues con. the Spirit." 

▼ersely, that to dishonour the Holy 




THE TWO BOOKS AGAINST 
APOLLINARIS. 

INTRODUCTION. 

Apollinasianism is perhaps in one respect less interesting^ to a modem 
ttieolog^cal student ttian ttie counter-movement of Nestorianism ; partly 
because its propositions seem strange even to repulsiveness, partly because 
in our day such Christian thought as is not guided by the Catholic defini- 
tions sets in a direction opposite to that of minimising the human element 
in the Incarnation of our Lord. And yet ApoUinarianism is one of the most 
melancholy phenomena of Church history*, as a heretical reaction against 
heresy, conducted by a bishop ^ of rare ability, respected and even loved by 
typical Churchmen for his services to historic Christianity <:, and animated, 

^ even in the speculations which misled him, by a religious zeal for the ma- 
jesty of Christ ^ ; a reaction also which not only did fatal mischief by de- 
stroying faith in the Redeemer's real Humanity, but also provoked an equally 
calamitous revulsion in the direction of a denial of His Personal Oneness. 
It must never be forgotten that Apollinaris was the rock of offence to 
Theodore and to Nestorius ; that S. Cyril, throughout his struggle with 
the latter heresiarch, was continually dogged by. the suspicion of ApoUina- 
rianism ; and lastly, that one part of the ApoUinarian theory was revived 
with a modification by the Monophysites. 

The namesake and abler son of an able father, Apollinaris had made his mark 
by literary achievements of the most varied kind. He had a singular facility « 
of composition: he was, so to apeak, "in omnia paratus :" no work came 
amiss to him. He was a keen logician ^: in his earlier years he had taught 
rhetoric f : he afterwards wrote commentaries on several books of Scripture, 
taking a line of his own as to their sequence '>, and as to the rendering of 
the Hebrew ^ : he replied, in thirty books, to Porphyry's treatise " against 

• See Church ofthe Fathers, p. 156, ^ Epiphanius, Hsr. 77, 25. "If 

ed. 4. and Tillemont vii. 627. you have thought, as it were, to assist 

I* " Bishop of Laodicea in Syria," our I^ord by saying He did not assume 

says Jerome de Vir. Illust. 112. Tille- a mind," &c. Cp. c. Apoll. ii. 6. 

mont would date his consecration in * Basil. Ep. 129, " who finds it easy 

361 , shortly before the Council of to say anything," and Ep. 244, " I am 

Alexandria. A decided anti-Arian told that he is the most copious writer 

could hardly have obtained a Sjrrian that ever lived." 

bishopric of importance while Con- ' Epipb. Haer. 77, 24. 

stantius lived: but he might have been ^ Soc. ii. 46. 

elected at the end of 361. ^ Jerome, c. Rufin. ii. 34. Jerome 

^ Athanaxius formed an intimacy heard him lecture on Scripture at An- 
with him as early as 346, on his own tioch, in 373, Epist. 84. 3. 
return home after his second exile. * Jerome, Comm. in Eccles. 12. 
Soz. vi. 29. Epiphanius says he was He thought that Apollinaris's com- 
" dear to us, to Pope Athanasius, and ments on Isaiah were more like " in- 
to all orthodox men," Hier. 77. 2. dices capitulorum." Prol. in Isa. 
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Christians ^ :" and when Julian forbade Christians to lecture on Oreeic an- 
thors, Apollinaris, in conjunction with his fother*, adrenturously set to 
woric to supply Christian boolcs written in classical style. Both father and 
son had come into collision with two Arianizing bishops ■" : and the son 
had accepted exile rather than communicate with the Arians^. He 
hated Arianism with all his heart : he wrote, says Theophilns % against 
Arians and Ennomians : and it would seem that his versatile and daring 
mind was attracted by the notion of wresting a weapon from Arian hands, 
and using it against their own heresy. For several, at least, among the 
Arians maintained that the '' Godhead" which they recognised in Christ 
was to Him in pbu;e of a human soul p. It was natural for them to think 
so ; for this *' Godhead " was simply titular and unreal, and might well 
discharge the functions and act under the conditions of the immaterial part 
in man. Apollinaris, it appears, resolved to utilise this idea with a modi- 
fication, for the purpose of constructing a Christology on the basis of the 
Nicene Creed. The modification was this : he would allow the ^uxfi* or 
mere animal soul^ to exist in the Incarnate; he reg^ded it as part 
of the outer man. But the yovs, the rational soul, the mind, that could not 
be recognised in the Divine Christ without a breach in the unity of the 
Person, because it carried with it a complete human personality': nor 
without a derogation from His essential holiness, because it involved the 
possibility of sin ■. Therefore, argued Apollinaris, its place must be sup- 
plied by the Divine Word, who is, in the highest of all senses. Spirit and 
Mind. He was probably not responsible, except indirectly, for the abandon- 
ment of this distinction by some of his followers, who adopted the Arian 

^ Jerome, Ep. 70. 3 ; 84. 3. ' See c. ApoU. i. 2. Leontius (Gal. 

* Soc. ii. 45, who says he embodied land. Bibl. Patr. xii. 707) quotes him 

the Gospel history, etc. in a Platonic as saying that if there were " two 

dialogfue. A version of the Psalter into perfects,." i.e. the Divine Nature of 

hexameters is extant, and is ascribed the Word and a human mind with 

tohim: Galland.Bibl. Patr. V. 359. if. soul and flesh, there would be two 

Sozomen ignores the elder ApoUi- hypostases or persons. From Gre- 

naris's part in this undertaking, and goryNyssen'sAntirrheticos, 6,35,38, 

ascribes to the younger sacred tra- 50, 53, it is clear that he was bent on 

gedies, comedies, odes, and a heroic securing the unity of our Lord's Per- 

poem on Old Testament history, with son. He fancied (see his words, ib. 

a *' Defence of Truth ** against Pagan 42) that his opponents held a mere 

philosophers, v. 18. ** connection " or ffwitp^ia, as the 

"> Soz. L c. Nestorians did afterwards. 

» Epiphanins, Hfer. 77. 24. ■ See c. Apoll. i. 2. So Apollinaris 

o Pasch. Ep. 2= Jerome, Ep. 98. ap. Mai, Nov. Collect, vii. 70, that the 

V See introd. to Ep. to Adelphins. human mind, beingessentiaUyrpeirTi^s, 

Cf. Leontius de Sectis, act. 3. c. 4. capable of turning from good to evil, 

rChilland. xii. 635.) and s^ below, c. could not coexist with a Divine mind ; 

Apoll. i. 15. cf. Card. Newman, Tracts they would be at variance with each 

Theol. and Eccl. p. 258. other. See too Greg. Nyss. Antirrhet. 

4 See Theodoret, Hier. Fab. iv. 8. 38, quoting Apollinaris that the work 

** He said that God the Word became of the Incarnation could not have been 

incarnate by assuming a lK>dy and a accomplished, — the salvation of men 

soul — not the rational soul, but the ir. could not have been effected, — if there 

rational, which some call physical or had been in Christ a human mind, 

vital: but maintaining the mind to with its self-determining power and its 

be something different from the soul, inherent moral mutability ; the object 

he said that It had not been assumed, was attained because there vi as in Him 

but that the Divine nature was suffi- only flesh wrought upon by a Divine 

cient to supply the want of a mind.'* Mind. 
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denial of any human soul, even of a ^vxi, in the Person of Christ S but, of 
course, with the very anti-Arian ftim of making Him as simply Divine as 
possible : and this notion, mistakenly attributed by Aug^istine's friend Aly- 
plus to the Church, hindered his advance ** towards the Christian Faith, 
until he ascertained that it was the error of the Apollinarian heretics "." 

Such was, on the whole, Apollinaris's peculiar doctrine as to the non-exist- 
ence in Christ of a " reasonable" human " soul '." The other Apollinarian 
proposition was a development, which belongs rather to the disciples than 
to the master y : but both of them were evidently twin errors of present sig- 
nificance to the unknown compiler of the ** Athanasian Creed.'' Nothing 
is said in the " Tome " of the Alexandrian Council of any strange doctrine 
as to the Body of Christ : but Apollinarian thought, having received its 
impulse, went on to speculate on that aspect of the Incarnation. Apollin- 
aris himself taught, — not openly, but in a secret circle of hearers, — that 
the body assumed by the Word Incarnate was, as such, " coessential " with 
the Godhead *, to which, in a real sense, the sufferings and death must 
be ascribed. Others proceeded to say what, if we can trust his positive 
disclaimers, he abstained from saying *, that it was not really a human 
body, but of heavenly origin, bdngin fact nothing less than a portion of 
Godhead " converted into flesh ;" whence it followed, either that the God* 
head was thus far capable of suffering, or that the bodily condition and 
sufferings of Christ were ** Docetic" and unreal. 

In this way a second wound was inflicted on the doctrine which presented to 
the belief and adoration of the Church a Redeemer who, being very God, 

< Some say that ApoUinaris at first " God," just as the << Word " could be 

denied any "soul," and then admitted called "flesh," GiUland. xii. 706. 

a ^vxi but denied a vovs. Soc. ii. 46. * See the extract in Leontius, ap. 

See Pearson on the Creed, ii. 329^; Galland.xii. 701. " We have always 

Tillemont, vii. 602 ff. He sometimes written that neither is the Saviour's 

spoke as if he thought the Word did *flesh from heaven," &c. " It is g^nt- 

not take a ^vxt, Mai, vii. 203. But ed as certain that the body is from the 

agBjnhegnnteda.<rkp^lifiil/vxosjQreg. Virgin, the Godhead from heaven." 

Nyss. Antirrh. 7, 29; and Gregory Theodoret cites passages from him 

rejoins that if the if^vx^ ^ A^oyos, the denying any " change of Godhead," 

Apollinarians must say that there is and acknowledging the assumption of 

in Christ a mere animal (icrrivos) and flesh from Mary, Dial. i. fin. and 

not man. So S. Augustine, in Joan, others, admitting that the body of 

Tract. 23. 6 ; that they allowed Him Christ was a real body. But he did 

an "anima belluina," and denied to hold "fleshly" (human) "nature to 

Him a " mens rationalis." have been from the beginning in the 

" S.Aug. Confess, vii. c. 19. Son," Greg. Naz. £p. 202, so Greg. 

X See Pearson on Creed, i. 399. Nyss. Antirrhet. 18, 18; meaning, 

" The error of ApoUinaris was, that according to Domer, not that His 

Christ had no proper intellectual or material body had been coessential| 

rational soul, but that the Word was but that the Divine Son had been 

to Him in the place of a soul." from eternity an archetype of Man- 

f Epiphanius says that Apollin- hood. It has been suspected that 

aris will not deny the (human) ApoUinaris in his disclaimers was 

"reaUty of the flesh of Christ," Hfer. either inconsistent (see Theodoret v. 

77, 25. 3.) or insincere, (Leontius :) and if he 

s See Galland. xU. 704. He seems to never did assert any " change " of the 

have denied that he had ever called Godhead, some such ideas were cur- 

it abstractedly coessential or Divine, reni in the Antiochene district when 

Being united to God, he thought, it Paulinus disclaimed them in 363, see 

should be caUed " Divine" and even the Tome, 11. 
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had voncbsafed to become very Man, to enter in His unchanged personality 
into a human sphere of existence, to be " made in all points like unto his 
brethren, sin apart," a sympathizing High Priest, an Exemplar of human 
sanctity. Certain texts ^ were adduced by the Apollinarian school in sup- 
port of their theory ; but it was really based on abstract considerations, or 
on alleged logfical necessities <^, and thus laid itself open to the charge of 
calling in rationalism to uphold will-worship ^. Nor can the Apollinarians 
be acquitted of an equivocal use of terms, which often imposed on the 
simpler-minded Churchmen «. Their energy in disseminating their opinion»> 
by a copious array of treatises % by poetry for popular use «, by the intrusion 
of their bishops into Catholic dioceses \ was not checked by repeated syno- 
dical condemnations*, and by unwilling censures from theologians who 
could claim to represent existing orthodoxy, and who had with difficulty 
been persuaded that Apollinaris had fallen out of its path K 
We are not here concerned with his alleged inclination to Sabellianism ^ his 
*' carnal " and " Judaic ** Chiliasm >", the scandals caused by his contror 
versial pertinadty, and the division of his followers into the more mode- 

^ E. g. S. John 3. 13 ; 1 Cor. 2. 8 ; Incarnation in the likeness of man," 

15. 47 ; Phil. 2. 7. They put a fan. reviewed in Gregory Nyssen's Antir- 

tastic interpretation on 1 Cor. 2. 16. rheticon. 

^ TUlemont says, vii. 603, that tbey b^ Cf. Greg. Naz. Ep. 101. on the 
based thdr dogma on '*pens€es de Pes- '* new psalters" of the ApoUinarians, 
prit humain." See Mozley on Theory and Soz. vi. 29 on the charm of his 
of Development, p. 42 ; ** Each sect hymns, and on his verses composed 
appealed triumphantly to the logical for men at convivial parties or at their 
irresistibleness of its development . . work, and for women at their looms. 
. . All had one watchword ; and that He was here taking a leaf out of 
was. Be logical ... Be logical, said Arius's book, Philost. ii. 2. 
the Apollinarian : Jesus Christ was ^ Basil, Ep. 365. 
not two persons : he was not therefore * By two Roman synods under Da- 
perfect God and perfect man too." masus, and the Second General Coun- 

<* Basil calls it a Kaivo<^covia, a theory cil. 

unsupported by tradition, Ep. 244. 3. ^ See Epiph. Hser. 77. 14, pleading 

Epiphanius speaks of Apollinaris's with ** our brethren." " Let us not 

contentious objections, Hser. 77, 18: lose each other :"ib. 18, disclaiming 

cf. c. Apollin. ii. 18. all animosity, and wishing that Apol- 

' See above on the Tome, c. 7, and linaris might not be '* separated from 

Greg. Naz. Ep. 102. In 375, Vitalis, the Church and from the affection of 

of whom TUlemont says that he was the brethren." This was written be- 

*^ never anything but an impostor," fore the open breach. Basil also, in 

deceived Pope Damasus by an appa- 377, wrote to the Egyptian exUes, Ep. 

rently orthodox statement, Greg. Ep. 265, quoting Psal. 55. 12, and urging 

101 : see HUemont, vii. 618 ; viii. them to try to reclaim Apollinaris. 

406, and Timothy had been even re- * Theodoret, Hser. Fab. iv. 8. See 

commended by Athanasius, as ortho- a passage quoted by Basil, Ep. 129. 

dox, to Damasus, Facundus de Trib. as said to be by Apollinaris. His 

Capit. vii. 3. language about a scale or triple gra- 

' See Basil, quoted above ; and Ep. dation of Godhead, Greg. Ep. 101 , 

263 (written in 377.) " He has filled (cf. Theod. H. E. v. 3.^ might be in- 

the world with his writings." So we terpreted in a Sabellianizing sense, but 

find extracts from his books against Dorner takes it to mean that the Son 

Diodore of Tarsus, a book to Flavius, and the Spirit had affinities to human- 

On Tradition of Renunciation and ity which the Father had not. 

Belief (for Catechumens), a Compen- "* See Epiphan. Hser. 77, 2Q : Basil 

dium, a little book on Faith, On the Ep. 263 : Greg. Naz. Ep. 102. 2 : 

Union, a tract on the Incarnation, Jerome, de Vir. Illustr. 18. 
and a longer work on " the Divine 

G 
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rate and the more extreme ". As to the dates of the controversy, a passaf^e 
of Gregfory of Nazianzus would place the first rise of Apollinarianism ten 
years before the Alexandrian Council of 362 <*, to which, as we have seen, 
Apollinaris thought it advisable to send delegates. But this date is some- 
what too early, for Basil intimates that ApoUinaris was still unsuspected 
about 355 p. But the negation of a human soul in Christ came before that 
council : the further notion as to His body was rife at Corinth some nine 
years later : and about 372, it is thought, Athanasius wrote these two books 
against the entire theory. In 373, and again in 375, Basil had reason to 
disclaim all fellowship with Apollinaris <i : at the end of 376, Apollinaris 
openly formed a sect by consecrating Yitalis bishop for the party at An- 
tioch ', and in 377 he and his chief followers were formally ** deposed " by 
a Council at Rome. The sect gave great trouble to Gregory, both during 
and after his sojourn at Constantinople": and he was instrumental in 
procuring ^ from Theodosius in 385 a general law against its freedom of 
worship. 
The books called " Contra Apollinarium" were directed against a number of 
ApoUinarian opinions as held by a school or party : and the venerable writer, 
who seems in some passages to have left his first draft uncorrected, re- 
frains from censuring his former friend by name. Referring to double 
which had been entertained as to the genuineness of the work, the Bene- 
dictines say that its affinity to the letters to Epictetus, Adelphius, and Maxi- 
mus, is so manifest as to be decisive. 

" Valentinus bdng the representa- sion of faith given by Theodoret, v. 

tive of the moderate, Polemon and 1 1 : it affirmed that *' The Word of 

Timothy of the latter, see Ijeontius God did not Himself exist in His own 

adv. fraud. Apoll. and Photius, Cod. body instead of the rational and in- 

230. Polemon even spoke scornfully telligent soul, but assumed and saved 

of Athanasius as " opinionated." our soul, that is, a soul rational and 

** Greg. Ep. 102: he wrote it in intelligent without sin." Yitalis could 

382, and says it was 30 years since not evade this, and therefore refused it. 

Apollinarianism had begun. ■ An ApoUinarian bishop was set up 

p Basil, Ep. 226. 4, written in 375. at Nazianzus ; hence Gregory wrote 

1 Basil, Ep. 131 and 224. his two important letters to Cledonius, 

' According to Tillemont, vii. 620, Epp. 101 and 102. 

this was after a test was proposed ' Through Nectarius, his successor 

to Yitalis in the form of a profes- at Constantinople, Ep. 202. 



ON THE INCARNATION OF OUR LORD JESUS 
CHRIST, AGAINST APOLLINARIS. 

BOOK I. 

1. It is the persistent habit of a pious man, dear friend, y/" 

io venerate the All * in silence, and with loud thanksgiv- 
ings to praise God his Benefactor, according to that saying 
of Scripture which runs, He will sit aloney and be silent Lam. 3. 
and quiet, and do his own business. The words ^^ alone'' and 
^ his own business ' mean that he will order his own con- 
duct with judgment, and attend seriously to the command- 
ment of God. But since you have become aware of a 
very heavy weariness among those who seem to say the 
same things, you have asked me about the faith that is 
in us, and wherein lies the fault of those who think them- 
selves orthodox, yet who in their great extravagance fear 
not to utter unhallowed opinions, whereby persons unsta- 
ble in the faith are carried away, and know not that they 
are off the right path (for had they been established in the 
faith, they would not have yielded to language of that 
kind : but it is because their minds were unemployed that 
they have become capable of accepting such traditions, 
from which arise extravagant conceit and vast wicked- 
ness : and they, being blinded by antipathy, pervert the 
revelations of the Prophets, and the teachings of the Apos- 
tles, and the injunctions of the fathers, and the very and 
manifest sayings of the Master :) it is necessary to under- 
take to confute them ^ in order that they may either wake 
up and see how the case stands, or may be disabled from 
deceiving any persons by promising them a very distinct 
comprehension of Christ ^, understanding neither what l Tim. ^, 
they say nor whereof they affirm. 

* Th irav seems here to mean the ^ Lit. ** whom to confute.'' The 

whole order of the universe as admi- construction of the whole sentence is 

nistered by the Divine Word, who incomplete. 

** contains and combines in Himself ^ See Cyril Alex, de recta fide ad 

all things visible and invisible." Athan. Theodos. 16. (Pusey, p. 48.) The 

c. Gentes, 42. ApoUinarians, he says, disregarding 

g2 
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C.Apoll. 2. For the fathers have said that the Son is ^ coessen- 
tial with the Father, and very God from very God/' and 
Perfect from Perfect ^ : and then that He " came down for 
our salvation, was incarnate and made Man/' and then 
that He thus suffered and rose again. But lest any one, 
on hearing of suffering and resurrection, should think that 
God the Word was altered, they definitely assert the un- 
changeableness and unalterableness of the Son% with a 
condemnation (of the opposite opinion.) But these men 
either imagine an alteration of the Word, or suppose the 
economy ' of the Passion to be unreal ^, calling the Flesh 
of Christ sometimes uncreate and heavenly, sometimes co- 
essential with the Godhead K Then, they say, " in place 
^^of the inward man which is in us, there is in Christ a 
"heavenly mind^, for He used the outward form^ with 
" which He was invested as instrumental ^ : for it was not 

the traditions of the andent &ith, and is that to me ?** asks Gregory ; <' God- 

preferring to follow '* haman reason, head with flesh and soul, bat with- 

ings" and "excessive refinement," out mind, is not man," Ep. 101. He 

argfoe that if Christ had a complete means, of course, Christ could not be 

Humanity, then this Humanity could both God and Man, if He had not a 

not be so united to Godhead as to human mind. 

form but one Christ, because the con- ^ Sx^/aoti, outward or bodily form, 

stituents of what is one perfect thing cf. PhO. 2. 8. 

must be themselves imperfect. S.Basil * There is of course a true sense in 

says, that ApoHinaris's theology is which Christ's Manhood is the " in- 

based not on Scriptural proofe but on strument " of His Godhead, for the 

human premises, Ep. 263 ; again, that sanctification and salvation of man. 

Apollinaris " threw the doctrine of the So Athanasius, Orat. c Ari. iii. 31 , 35, 

Incarnation into confusion, and ren- speaks of His Body as His instrument; 

dered the economy of salvation ambi- and see Aquinas, Sum. Theol. 3. 

guous to the many by his muddy and 48. 6 ; Newman's Sermons, iiL 164 ; 

dark questions," Epist. 265. Greg, and Liddon's Bamp. Iiect. p. 259 : 

Naz. says that they profess to go by but the Apollinarians seem to have 

geometrical demonstrations, Ep. 101. regarded the Flesh of Christ as an 

See below, c. Apoll. i. 13. instrument mnrely for manifesting 

* Here he paraphrases the Creed. His divinity. See Greg. Naz. Ep. 102, 
< See Ep. ad Adelph. 4. The'* as- andNewman,note in Athan. Treatises, 

sertion" is in the original Nicene ana- ii. 443, and Tracts TheoL and Eccles. 

themas. p. 267. Comp. Cyril Alex, ad Theodos. 

' See Tom. ad Antioch. 7.. c. 12. (Pusey, p. 56) that if the pur- 

f ASKTiffty, cf. 3, 16 ; ii. 1, 12. Ep. pose of the Incarnation were reduced 

ad Epict. 7. ad Adelph. ?• to a mere manifestation of the Word, 

I* Apollinaris seemed to d'sown this, " it were better for us to adopt Doce- 

Ijeont. adv. fraud. Ap. Galland. xii. tism;" but its purpose was for broader, 

701. Yet Leontius quotes him as as- the redemption of man in body and 

serting it, ib. xii. 704, 705 ; and what soul, which required an assumption 

he disowned was really what no one of both body and soul by the Son of 

would hold, that flesh was coessential God, as the ** root and first-fruits of 

with God, apart from Incarnation. those who are formed anew to new- 

* That is, the Godhead. But << what ness of life." &c. 
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'* possible that He should become perfect Man* For where 
*' there is perfect man^ there is also sin : and two perfect 
^ things cannot become one ™ : for otherwise that conflict 
" of sin which is in us would take place also in Christ ", 
" and Christ would need the cleansing which we receive, if 
^^ on becoming man He aissumed the thinking element and 
^ that which in us directs ® the flesh/^ But, they say, " He 
^^ assumed that which is without mind, that He Himself 
^ might be mind p in Himself, and might be wholly without 
"experience of sin, in regard to the Divine element, and 
*^ to the mindless flesh. For the flesh would not sin unless 
" that which directs the flesh, that is, the thinking element, 
" had previously conceived the idea of committing the sin, 

"" Compare c. ApoIIin. ii. 6. Apol- are not excladed by the presence of 
linaris himself, quoted by Leontias, the sun or the river (i.e. it does not 
Galland. xii. 706, 7, said that Christ follow that because the sun shines into 
was perfect in Divine perfection, not a house, the sunbeams must depart 
in human ; and that there were not from it.) The human mind is pofect 
two natures perfect in themselves, be- in one sense, as superior to ^vxi and 
cause there were not two Sons. It body : but it is not perfect in compari- 
must be remembered that here, as in ^ son with Godhead. In Ep. 102 he says 
the Qulcunque, ''perfect man*' means that "perfect man" is understood by 
man in completeness of nature. See Apollinaris to mean, not Him who was 
Newman's Tracts Theol. and Eccles. ** tried in all points as man yet with- 
p. 264 ; '* He (Apollinaris) argued, as out sin," but the combination of God 
if from the nature of the case, that with flesh. In this equivocal sense, the 
nothinfc could be taken up by the Di- phrase was admitted. We must own 
vine Word into His personality, which that in Christ humanity is not a com- 
was already individual and one . . • plete thing in the sense in which it is 
A^ T^Xcca could not in any real sense complete in each of us, inasmuch as it 
coalesce and unite, for this would be is not personal ; it is taken into union 
like saying that one and one do not with a Personality, an Ego, which is 
make two." He could not conceive Divine ; and as it belongfs to the mys- 
that a human mind or spirit could exist tery of the Trinity that the Divine 
apart from a separate human persona- Persons are not individuals, so it be- 
lity. Athanasius, in effect, asserts that longs to the mystery of the Incama- 
It can ; for he disclaims the idea of tlon that real manhood exists without 
two ** perfections" or complete beings a human personality. Compare New- 
separate from each other, below, c. 16, man's Sermons, iii. 165, vi. 65 : Lid- 
and constantly identifies the Son of don's Bamp. Lect. p. 259 ff. and see 
Mary with the Son of God. Gregory below on c. 10. 
Nyssen observes that Godhead and ° So Apollinaris, Galland. xii. 706, 
Manhood are not related to each other objected to the phrase, ** God assumed 
as perfect and imperfect, Anturhet. 50. the whole of man," on the ground 
Gregory Nazianzen says, Epist. 101. that the whole of man was not pure 
that the objection, " The Incarnate from all sin in this life. 
Christ could not include 8vo r4K€ta," ® Tb &yov r^y aipKOy see c. 20. So 
is taken from natural comparisons, ir- in c. Gentes, 33, the soul Kivtt rh 
relevant as to spiritual natures. How, trafui. See Theod. v. 3, ** the natural 
he asks, can a human or angelic mind soul, which is entrusted with the oflSce 
be called '* perfect " in such a sense as id6v€iv rh (r&fia" Apollinaris held 
to be excluded by comparison with that in Christ, the ** hegemonical " 
Godhead ? Compare a sunbeam to the element must be the Word, 
sun, a drop of water to a river : theif p See Epiphanius, Hier. 77» 23. 



86. To call ChriaCsflesh uncreate 

CApoll. ^' and had carried it out, through the body, to the comple-- 
" tion of sin \ Wherefore Christ exhibited the flesh in a 
" new condition ', by way of likeness : and each man ex- 
'^ hibits in himself the condition of the thinking element 
*^ in us, by means of imitation, and likeness, and abstinence 
" from sin ■. And in this way is Christ understood to be 
" without sin/^ 

3. These are their sophisms, and perverse notions : and 
they use more than one argument; for many .are the per- 
versities of unbelief, invented by human reasonings. Let 
us tlien ask these men to consider the will of God's good 

Ps. 110.4. pleasure, (for it is said. The Lord sware^ and will not re- 
penty) and the completion of that economy which is most 
true, and the grace of that benefit which is most complete, 
questioning them in turn as to their notions, whether they 
all agree with the prophetic revelations, whether they fol- 
low the apostolic teachings, whether they walk in the line 
of the injunctions of the fathers, whether they do not set 
aside the manifest declarations of the Master ; so that from 
the prophetic revelations, and the apostolic teachings, and 
the things fulfilled by the Lord, may be educed the ac- 
knowledgment of the truth and the confutation of error. 
Tell us, then, you inventors of that new Gospel of yours. 

Gal. 1. 7. which is not another y from what source it was announced 
to you that you should speak of a flesh uncreated, so as 
either to imagine the Godhead of the Word to have been 
converted into flesh*, or to consider the economy of the 
Passion, and of the Death, and of the Resurrection to be 
unreal \ For the Holy Trinity of the Godhead is alone 
manifestly uncreate, and eternal, and unchangeable, and 

1 Apollinaris meant, '* fn order to mind in us, respectively, is a relation 

secure Clirist's impeccability, we must not of identity of Icind, but merely of 

exclude from Him the human mind, possible similitude ; see below, c. 2<), 

which is as such morally mutable and c. Apollin. ii. 11. 

(rp€irr6s) in virtue of its freedom of ' See Ep. Epict. 4. Apollinaris is 

choice. It was a cardinal point in quoted by Theodoret, and even by his 

the Arian heresy to make the Word own follower Timothy, as denying any 

thus mutable : and we must deny it change or conversion of the Godhead 

again in regard to Him as Christ,*' of the Word into "flesh" or '*the na- 

see on c. 17. ture of a body." For Timothy's quo- 

' Literally, " newness." tation, see Galland. xli. 704. 

. ■ That is, the relation between » A6K'n(ripy see Newman, Tri'cts 

Christ's flesh and our flesh, and be- Theol. and Eccl. p. 279, where this 

tween the. mind in Christ and the passage is quoted. 
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unalterable. But since Christy according to the fleshy llom. 9, 
sprang from men, from our brethren^ as it is written, ai^d col.1.18. 
was passible, and first-born from the resurrection of the • ' 
dead, as the Law had announced beforehand, how is it 
that you call that which is uncreate " passible ? ^ *' or how 
is it that you name that which is passible " uncreate ? '* 
or when you call the uncreate essence of the Word passi- 
ble, you blaspheme the Godhead : and when you apply to 
the passible ^esh, adapted to the bones and blood and soul 
and throughout the whole of our body y, and made palpa- 
ble and visible, the term " uncreate,'^ you break down in 
(one of) two ways ; either by supposing the exhibition and 
the endurance of the Passion to be a mere appearance*, 
according to the impiety of the Manicheans % or else you 
think the like of the essence of the uncreated Godhead. 
And then why do you censure those who imagine God to 
exist in a human form according to the flesh ^ ? 

4. But you say, that "it became uncreate through its 
union with the uncreated One ^.'' But thereby your error 
will be exhibited as self-confuted : for the union of the 
flesh with the Godhead of the Word took place from the 
womb ; for from thence did the Word establish it when 
He came from heaven: since it had not existed before 
His coming, or before Mary the Mother of God/, whose ^ 

^ Leontius cites Apollinaris as ana- Jerome ; Socrates, yi. 7. Comp. Ath. 

tbematizing those who said that the Treat, i. 267, note on Orat. c. Art. i. 

Godhead was passible, and that from it 61. Or perhaps he alludes to the 

came the feelings of the soul. Galland. Audseans : see Epiphanius, Hser. 70 ; 

xii. 702. Theodoret, iv. 10. 

7 Ka\ Z\ov . . . (Tc^/iaros is apparently <^ Cp. c. 10, and Newman's Tract9 

an error for Koff 5xov. Theol. and Eccl. p. 272. So Apol. 

* ^avTcurtav^ZSKfiffiv. See Orat. c. linaris, as quoted by Leontius, asks, 
Arian. iii. 32, **He had a body not tpau' " How can that which is vitally united 
rcurltf, but really :" and Ep. Epict. 7. with the uncreate, not be uncreate 

* See Ep. Adelph. 2. Nestorius, says with it?" Such language is to be dis« 
Cyril, was constantly professing to be tinguished from that by which divines 
afraid *' that the Manicheans would have set forth the dignity of the Body 
takeadvantageof thetermTheotocos," which was united to God : e. g. Hook- 
as if it implied Docetism : whereas er, v. 54. 9. 

those who used it believed that the ^ The phrase ''Theotocos*' means. 

Word, as Incarnate, " passed under ** She whose child was Himself God,'* 

the law of human nature." Adv. or more fully, "She of whom He Who 

Nest. i. 1. Leo repeatedly connects is God was humanly born." It is ap- 

Eutychianism with Manicheism : c. g. plied to the Blessed Virgin below, c. 

Ep. p. 59, and 124. 12. and Orat. c. Arian. iii. 1 4, 29, 33. 

^ I. e. those who anticipated the See notes in Athan. Treatises, i. 244 ; 

Anthropomorphist fancies of Egyptian ii. 420, 440. Cyril explains the term 

monks in the days of Theophilus and in reply to Nestorius ; the orthodox 



88 Nor could His flesh " become^^ uncreate. 

CApoll. descent alone is deduced from Adam % and traced in ge- 
nealogy from Abraham^ and from David, together with 

den. 2, Joseph who was espoused to her, both of them being one 

^* flesh, flesh, as it is written, not by cohabitation, but by 
their being derived from one, for it is well attested that 
V they continued inviolate ^. Christ then is born in Bethle- 
hem of Judea, calling Joseph, who together with Mary was 
from David, " father ; " laid to rest in swathing-clothes, and 
held by Symeon in his arms in the Temple, and brought to 

S. Luke circumcision of the flesh according to the law, and increase 
ing in stature. If then " it became uncreate through the 
union,'* how is it that it was not seen as fully complete, 
but, as the Word willed, as increase of the body took place ? 
But to ascribe increase to Him Who is uncreate, is impious. 
For by " uncreate '* we mean what is by nature uncreate, 
admitting neither increase nor diminution. But that which 
shared with, or was united with, the uncreate, is said to be- 
long to the uncreate, but is not called itself uncreate, lest 
the benefit involved in the union should be forgotten, and 
the obligation of the benefit cancelled, and humanity, being 
still left in weakness, should fall into despair, being taught, 
as you hold, that it has no close tie to God, and the grace 
should be made to disappear. For who, on hearing that 
the Lord's Body is uncreate, while he knows that he him- 
self has been made and created, will not conceive the no- 
tion that the Holy Scriptures are false, and that he himself 
has no communion with Christ ^ ? If the Uncreated One 
assumed an uncreated body, the first creation is in that case 
s/' annulled : the archetypal^ Adam, whose posterity we are 

to this day by succession of fleshly descent, has perished. 
How then did Christ render us partakers of Himself? 
Heb. 2. and how is it that the Apostle saith. For He who sancti^ 
fieth and they who are sanctified are all from one ? 



11. 
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reject the very notion that the Word ancient belief in the perpetual Vir^fi- 

could take a new beginning of exist- nity of Mary, see Mill on Mythical In- 

ence from the Holy Virgin, but call terpretation of the Gospels, p. 165 ff. 
her Theotocos because she gave birth ^ Here we see how Apollinarianism 

to the Emmanuel, who is by nature is opposed in the interest of our true 

God," adv. Nest. i. 1. (Pusey, p. 62.) fellowship with Christ. 

« Apparently he understood the pe- ^ I. e. original. The Encratites 

digree in S. Luke to be that of Mary, held that Adam was not saved, Euseb. 

' See Orat. c. Ari. ii. 70. On the iv. 29. 



To call it coeternal, impious* 89 

5. But let no one venture to think of the Godhead of the 
Word, that in the same sense as it is from God, so too are ^ 

we, as the most impious Arians venture to say ^ or that at 
any rate it is so in reference to the exhibition of the 
flesh \ and to that form of the servant ^, that is, of the Phil. 2. 
" protoplast "* ^' Adam, which He assumed who was in the * ' 
form of God (as) God. Now generally, among things made, 
the term " uncreated *' is applied to that which never yet 
existed, because it has not come into being. Are you then, 
while you hold that flesh never did ^* come into being " at 
all in the Word, actually intending to make a negation 
under a well-sounding phrase, so as not to acknowledge 
anything in that which is "uncreated*^?^' For it is only 
the being of the Godhead which is thought of as uncreate : 
so that to call the uncreated being ^^ passible,^* and the 
passible "uncreate,^' is impious. For to think that it ' 
is not by means of the union that the nature ® of man- 
hood, which has been made, belongs to the Word, but that 
it is coeternal, and is made equal to the nature of God 
by identity of nature, is impious. For the Lord exhibited 
flesh and blood, and bones, and a soul in pain and agitation 
and distress. Now one cannot say that these things are 
natural P to Godhead : but they came to belong to God by 
nature, when it pleased the Word to undergo human birth, 
and to reconstitute in Himself, (as) in an image of new- 
ness, that handy-work of His own which had been dis- 
organized by sin, and corruption, and death ^. Therefore 

* Compare Athan. de Sjnod. 17, tion.*' <<The Apollinarian is caught 

Soc. ii. 45. in his own net." 

^ See Leon tins adv. fraud. Apoll. "^ Opwri^irAflurTo;, alluded to in 1 Tim. 

Galland. Bibl. xii. 703. Valentinus, 2. 13, *'Adam was first formed,*' 

the moderate Apollinarian, while ar- occurs in Wisdom 8. 1. 

guing against Timothy, the more ex- ° That is, "Your phrase 'uncreate' 

treme, and saying that Christ's flesh may involve you in a difficulty ; as if 

was not coessential with His Divinity, you meant that Christ's flesh has 

still speaks as if the main purpose of never come to exist at all." 

His assumption of flesh had been to ° Here, implicitly, he acknowledges 

show His Divinity through a medium, that the Incarnate Lord had a human 

1 See S. Ambrose, Ep. 46, on a dis- nature as well as a Divine. So in 

cussion held with an Apollinarian. Orat. c. Arian. iii. 53. 

The Apollinarian had insisted on the p Literally, " nature of." Comp. 

phrase " form of a servant : " but as Orat. c. Ari. iii. 34. 

''form of God" must mean "the ex- *i I.e. physical corruption, the dis- 

pression of Divine perfection," so solution of the body ; see De Incarn. 

form of a servant" must mean " the Verbi, 3. 
plenitude of human nature and condi. 



90 Christ's work for us implies true Manhood. 

C.Apoll. He effected on earth the condemnation of sin, and on the 
tree the abolition of the curse, and in the sepulchre the 
redemption of corruption, and in Hades, the dissolution 
of death : having visited every place, that He might effect 
the salvation of the whole of man ', exhibiting in Himself 
a form resembling our own. For what need was there for 
God to be born of a woman, for the Maker of the ages to 
increase in stature and have His years numbered, or again 
to have experience of the cross, or the sepulchre, or Hades, 
to which we all had become subject, unless He was seek- 
ing us, giving us life through His form which was like our 
own, and inviting us to imitate and resemble a perfect 
image ? And how would imitation of perfection be possi- 
ble, if there had not preexisted the perfection which knows 
Col. 3. 9. no defect? as the Apostle says. Having put off the old 
2]* • man^ and put on the new man, which according to God has 
been created in holiness and righteousness of truth. 

6. Who then taught you to say " uncreated?'* "If 
therefore a nature *^ becomes uncreate'* by means of change, 
then it may become also invisible and immortal, not after 
death, but as being incapable of death. How then was it 
that the Lord died, if it was uncreatedly that the Uncreate 
One sojourned on earths or how did He become visible 
1 S. John and tangible, as it is written, That which we have seen and 
^' ^* our hands have handled? How is it, then, that you say 
what is not written — what is not lawful even to think of? 
For you will furnish all heretics with an opinion like to 
that most impious one of him who was once called Rheto- 
rius % whose impiety it is fearful even to mention. Either 
then, deny the Divine Scriptures, or, if you acknowledge 
them, do not think of uttering, beside what is in Scripture, 

' Gregory Nazianzen sajrs, Epist. perior be assumed also ? . . . . Mind 

101 ** What was not assumed" (by had in fact been the first to fall in 

the Son in the Incarnation) is un- Adam, therefore mind was assumed 

healed : it is what was united to God by Christ.'* See too his Orat. 22. 13. 

that is saved. If Adam fell in half And Ambrose; "The very purpose 

his being, then what was assumed and for which He came was to save the 

is saved may be only half. . . . [Here whole of man. Si non totum redemit, 

come words cited on c. 2.] . . It is fefellit." Ep. 48. 5. 

said that our mind was condemned. ■ See Augustine, Heresies, 72, that 

Is not flesh, then, condemned too ? If Rhetorius held that all heretics had 

what is inferior is assumed in order right on their side. On this ** libera- 

to be sanctified, shall not what is su- lism" cf. Ath. Treat, i. 178. 



// is He whom we adore in His body. 91 

other words of incurable deceit. But you say again^ " fVe 
do not worship a creature*.'* O unthinking men! why do 
ye not take account of this, that the Lord's Body, though 
it was made, receives that worship which is not due to 
what is created"? for it has become the body of the un- 
created Word ; for it is to Him whose body it has become 
that you address the worship \ Therefore it is both wor- 
shipped as of right, and worshipped as Divine, for the » etUus 
Word to whom the body belongs, is God, since, when the 
women approached the Lord, He said, by way of hindering 
them. Touch me not ^ for I am not yet ascended to My Fa^ s. John 
ther : indicating that an ascension was necessary, and that 
such ascension would be one^. Nevertheless, they ap- 
proached, and took hold of His feet, and worshipped Him '. s. Matt. 
They took hold of feet, they worshipped God. It was ^^' ^* 
feet of bones and flesh that they were handling, but feet 
that were God's ; it was God that they worshipped. And 
elsewhere the Lord said. Handle Me and see, for a spirit f; ''Mj^® 
hath not flesh and bones, as ye see Me have ; and yet He • 
Himself was Spirit% for God is Spirit. And when saying S. John 
that He had them, and exhibiting them, how was it that 
He said, A spirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye see Me,-^ 
He saith not " being," but — " having," — if it were not to 
t^ach us, that the nature of Spirit is ineffable, while this 
handling relates to a body like ours, which He acquired 
for Himself from the Virgin not by a form of operation **, "'"' 

' Meaning, " It is you who worship y i. e. that in the ascension of His 
a man." They used, says Greg. Naz. Body He Himself would ascend. 
Ep. 102. to make much use of the ' Quoting from memory, he con- 
sentence, *'We must worship, not a founds the scene in S. John 20. 17 
man clothed with God, (or, carrying with that in S. Matt. 28. 9. 
God,) but God clothed with flesh." ■ Compare the frequent use by the 
This was to them a vp6'ypa^ji.iia rijy op- early fathers of " Spirit '* for Christ's 
6o8o|ia;; they inscribed it over their Divine Nature, according to the use of 
house-doors. Of course, it had an it Kom. 1.4. (Bull, Judgment of Cath. 
orthodox sense ; sei^ Theodoret, H. Church, p. 97)> See Athanasiau 
E. iv. 8. The idea of worshipping Treatises, Lib. Path. i. 196. compare 
'* a man ®€o4>6pos " was rightly con- Bp. Lightfoot's St. Clement of llome, 
demned by Cyril, Anath. 5. Explan. p. .309 ; and Tertullian adv. Marc. iv. 
5. adv. Nest. i. 2, on the ground that .33. and TertuU. Lib. Path. p. 322. 
so to describe Christ was to rank Him Doubtless this use contributed to the 
with the Saints. Athanasius himself confusion between Christ's Godhead 
speaks of Jesus as 6ebs adpKu (^opeDi/, and the highest part of His humanity. 
Orat. c. Arian. iii. 51. <> Ovk iyepytlai rp6ir(p, i.e. not as 

" Literally, ** that worship which is if He simply created it by His own 

not created." See Ep. Adelph. 7. power. 

"^ See Ep. Adelph. 7. 



92 To call Chrisfs flesh ^^ heavenly in origM^ 

CApoll. but by natural birth^ that His body might both be natural^ 
'• and also by way of nature inseparable from the Godhead 
of the Word? For thus also did the Death take place; 
the body was undergoing it by way of nature, but the 
Word permitting it by His will, and in the exercise of a 
right® delivering His own Body to death that He might 
suffer for us naturally, and rise again for us Divinely. And 
the whole transaction of His Nativity and Death looks to 
the object of seeking and recovering us. 

7. This being so, and being acknowledged in the Catho- 
lic Church of God, how is it that you again say that the 
body was brought from Heaven ^, and why did Christ do 
this ? Tell us, was it that He might bring down a body 
from heaven upon earth, and make the invisible visible, and 
that which could not be outraged susceptible of outrage, 
and the impassible passible and mortal ? And what bene- 
fit was involved in this, O thoughtless men, if you say that 
that took place in Christ which took place in the proto- 
Rom. 8, plast Adam, unless Christ, having appeared in likeness of 
3' sinful flesh, and condemned sin in theflesh, had restored by 

an incomparable restoration that which fell in Adam ® : so 
that He both lived in flesh on earth, and exhibited the 
flesh as incapable of sin, that flesh which Adam had in a 
sinless state from his first creation, and by his transgression 
made capable of sin V and fell down into corruption and 
death ? This flesh He raised up in a condition of being 
by nature sinless, that He might shew that the Maker was 
not the cause of sin, and He established it in accordance 

^ 'E^ovtriaartKas. cf. S. John 10. 18, fending the title "Theotocos," is op- 

i^ov<rlay %x^ OeTvai avrrip, posed to the notion tliat Christ's body 

«* Greg. Naz. explains "The second wasbrought down from heaven. Theo- 

man from heaven " of the nnion (of philus, (Pasch. Ep. 2. translated by 

man) with the Heavenly One, Epist. Jerome, Ep. 98) says that "He brought 

101. Gregory of Nyssa accuses the from heaven nothing nostras condi- 

Apollinarians of making the Word tionis.*' 

fleshly, and, the Son's Godhead mor- '^ literally " the fall of Adam." 

tal (c. Apollin. torn. iii. p. 262. So in ' Strictly, of course, Adam was 

his Antirrheticos.) Cyril Alex, ex- created capable of falling, as were the 

plains 1 Cor. 15. 47 to mean, not that Angels. That is, he bad not the 

He brought down flesh from Heaven, " non posse peccandi " — only the 

but that He who is God came down, ** posse ■ non peccandi :" but the 

■ Quod unus sit Christus, Pusey, p. 346. " non posse peccandi " belonged to 

And in his Ep. to John of Antioch, our liord's Manhood through its per- 

called "Leetentur cceli"( Pusey, p. 46) sonal union with God. See on c. 

he shows that his whole line, in de- Apollin. ii. 9. 
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i«rith the original^ creation of its own nature^ that He Him- 
self might be the exhibition of sinlessness. Vain, then, 
are their imaginations who go astray and say that the 
Lord^s body was from heaven. Rather, what Adam brought 
down from heaven to earth \ Christ carried up from earth 
to heaven: and what Adam brought down into corruption, 
and condemnation to death, when it had been sinless and 
uncondemned, that did Christ show forth ^ as incorrupti- 
ble, and capable of delivering from death, so that He had 
authority on earth to forgive sins, to exhibit incorruption S. Matt, 
(by rising) out of the sepulchre, and by visiting Hades to 
destroy death, and to proclaim to all the good tidings of 
resurrection, because God created man to be immortal, and Wisd. 2. 
made him the image of His own eternity, but by the deviPs ' ' 
envy, death came into the world, and when it was under 
the reign of death unto corruption, He did not overlook 
it ^, for He Himself became man ; not ^ that He was turned 
into the form of man, nor that, as if neglecting real human 
existence ™, He exhibited Himself merely under a shadow, 
— ^but He who is by nature God was born man, that these 
two might be one ^, perfect in all things, exhibiting His 
birth as natural® and most true. Therefore it is said. And P*»fl« 2. 
He gave to Him the name which is above every name, to g* john 
reign over the heavens and have authority to execute judg^ S* 27. 
ment* 

8. For the Word, who is the Maker p of the universe, was 
seen as Son of Man, not as having become some one dif- 
ferent, but a second Adam, that even from that name we 
might understand the truth. And the Apostle shows the 

y Literally " archetypal.** c. 4. have oh vapeTfies ib; p. 41. The 

^ This phrase, of course, is not to thought is expanded in Athanas. de 

be taken literally ; it only means, what Incarn. Verbi, 6. 

Adam deg^raded. * Quoted by Leontius, c. Nest, et 

* *Av€8€t|ey. It may have simply the Eutych. i. 

sense of "rendered,*' as in the invoca- "* "Trrap^iv, To this word, in ad 

tion and subsequent intercession in Afros 4, viriiTraais is made equivalent* 

S. Basil's Liturgy, Hammond's Litur- " Le. one Person : 1y* eh f rh lic<£. 

gies Eastern and Western, pp. 114, rcpa, so c. 16. This clearly suppqrts 

124. the doctrine of the Hypostatic Union. 

•* A touching Liturgic phrase : <» ^vaticfiy. Not of course, that the 

compare the " Clementine" Thanks- Nativity was not, as we should say, 

giving, iLiroW^fxtyov olx ^epciSf s, " supernatural," cp. ad Max. 3 ; but 

Hammond's Liturgies, p. 14. and that He really became Man. 

S. Mark's Liturgy in the parallel p ArifjLiovpyi?, ad Afros 4, ad Adelph. 

place, ib. p. 180. In S. James's we 4. 



94 What is implied in " Son of Man.^^ 

/ C.Apoll. " protoplast^' to have been the elder, showing that what 
" J P^* is psychical is first, what is spiritual second. But in 

15. 46. speaking of "psychical'^ and spiritual, he does not show us 
two different bodies, but the same body : the first under 
the authority and belonging to the nature of soul, there- 
fore psychical, but the second under the authority and be- 

S. John longing to the nature of spirit, therefore spiritual : for God 
the Word is a Spirit^: for so also we can understand what 

1 Cor. 3. is said of our case, in the words. The spiritual man search- 

^^' eth out all things, but the psychical man receiveth not the 
things of the Spirit. And yet, while the body of both men 
is one, he shows that that which partakes of the Spirit is 
to be understood as spiritual, whereas he who has conti- 
nued in the souPs power alone is shown' to be psychical. 
And if the truth be on your side, why in the world is it 
that Christ is not called merely " Man,'^ as if He were some 
new one who had come among us from heaven, — but He be- 
came " Son of Man ? " If then He became Son of Man on 
earth, and yet was born not of the seed of man, but of the 
Holy Spirit, He must be understood to be thought of as 
Son of one, the protoplast, Adam. For besides that Adam 
who is from earth, no other man is regarded as having ex- 
isted in heaven, so as both to have his body from heaven, 
and also be a Son of Man irrespectively of Adam ■. There- 
fore Matthew records Him as son of Abraham and David 
according to the flesh, but Luke ranks Him in the genea- 
logy as Son of Adam and of God. If then you are disciples 
of the Gospel, do not speak unrighteousness against God, 
but keep close tb what is in Scripture, and to what took 
place. But if you choose to say things contrary to what 
is in Scripture, why do you fight against us, who do not 
consent to hear or say anything contrary to what is in 

8. John Scripture *, as the Lord saith. If ye continue in My word, 

8. 31, 36. yg shall be free indeed ? 

<i Here again irvcC/Aa is used for the * Again he insists on the entire 

^' ' Divine Nature of Christ, cp. c. 6. Scripturalness of tlie Catholic doc- 

' The construction in the Benedic- trine, see Ep. Jov. 1. So below, he 

tine text is irregular. On the " psy- implies that what is "not in Scripture" 

chical man" see Abp. Trench, N. T. (not capable, at least, of being dis- 

Synonyms, ii. 96. tinctly proved thereby) is " alien to 

■ Alluding to the Apollinarian notion true religion." But with this he 

of an archetypal celestial Manhood. combines Church authority, c. 20. 
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9. How then can you any longer be deemed faithful, or 
Christians^ who neither keep close to the words of Scrip- 
ture, nor believe in what took place, but venture to de- 
fine what is beyond nature ? Is it a small thing for you J^a. 7. 
to enter into a contest with men^ and how do ye enter on j^x 
a contest with God? For if those who disbelieved the 
prophets were condemned, how much more those who do 
not put faith in the Master Himself? For how is it that 
you dare to think or to speak in a different way of the 
things which He Himself willed and was pleased to do, for 
the putting away of sin and death ? If we confess Him, 
He will also confess us ; if we deny Him^ He also will deny 2 Tim. 
uSf if we believe not, yet He abideth faithful, for He cannot g ^^'^?^' 
deny Himself. For what means this extreme and wild ex- lo. 32. 
travagance of yours, to say what is not in Scripture, and 
to think what is alien from religion ? For you attempt to 
call the flesh coessential with the Godhead, not considering 
that the impiety in which you involve yourselves is thus 
doubled. For it has come into your mind to say this, so 
that you should either deny the flesh, or blaspheme the 
Godhead, saying, in your words, "We say that He who 
was born of Mary is coessential with the Father ".'^ But 
this phrase of yours, which you deem reverential % shall be 
shown to be either superfluous or foolish. For who among 
the faithful will not admit that God the Word, who came 
among us, and proceeded as Man from the Holy Virgin / 
Mary y, being coessential with the Father, became man of 
the seed of Abraham*, whose son also he is regarded to 
have been, and that the coessential Word of God became, 
according to the flesh. Son of David? Therefore also do 
prophets and apostles and evangelists reckon Christ in the 
genealogy, according to the flesh, as of the seed of David. 
How* then can you without a blush assert that fl^sh, which 
is genealogically described as of David^s seed, to be coes- 
sential with the Word ? or, on the other hand, as we said, 
you say this foolishly, not considering that what is coes- 

^ As if to saj, <* We fruard the Cyril imitates Athan in Ep. ad Nest. 

Persona] Union of God and Man in 3. 3, ** God the Word .... irpoTiKdev 

Christ ; but you imperil it." Mpwvos from a woman." 

« See ad Max. 7. ' Cf. Cyril Explan. 1. 

y Cp. Epict. 12; c. ApoUin. ii. 5. 



96 To call His flesh ^^ coessential mth the Word?^ 

CApoll. sential has indeed identity of nature, but exhibits its own 
perfection in itself*. For as the Son, who is confessedly 
coessential with the Father, is confessed to be perfect in 
regard to the Perfect One**, — as is the Holy Spirit : for the 
Trinity is coessential: — you then will assign perfection 
also to the ^* coessential flesh," in addition to the perfec- 
tion of the Word, and on your theory a Quaternity ^ instead 
of a Trinity will be proclaimed. And what is to be said 
of such an impious notion ? 

10. But you say, the flesh became coessential with the 
Word^. How did it become coessential? tell me. "It 
became the Word, and even became Spirit.'* But if that 
which is not by nature Godhead became in fact Godhead 
by conversion, why do you blame Arians, who put forward 
the same notion as to the Word ® ? And yet Scripture says. 
The Word became fleshy not. The Flesh became Word. 
But it is said. The Word became flesh, because the flesh 
became that of the Word, and not of some man ^ ; that is, 
God became Man ; and it is said. He ^ became flesh', lest 
you should pass by the name of flesh &. If then you are 
not content with the natural ^ union^ apart from all conf u- 

• So in de Synodis 45, that the ascribe the ' becoming ' to the flesh ; " 

bishops at Niciea used the phrase Ho- and ib. ii. 44, our " body which He 

moousion to set forth the truth that assumed on becoming man, is Wis- 

the Son is not of different nature from dom's house, and with reason is it said 

the Father. by John, * The Word became flesh.' ** 

^ Cp. ad Afros, 11. S. Augustine says that *< flesh*' is put 

<^ This is a retort of the Apollina- for ** Man," in order to emphasize the 

rian charge against the Catholics, that self-humiliation, de Div. Qusest. 83, 

they imagined a Quaternity instead n. 80 ; cp. Orat. c. Ari. iii. 30. 
of a Trinity. Ep. Epict, 9 ; see below, ^ * Natural' here denotes an union 

c. 12. S. Ambrose makes a like re- in which the flesh really became that 

tort, " Itaque quartum increatum ... of the Word's own Person, see below, 

inducunt." delncam. Sacr. 78. c. 11, 16. S. Cyril, Explan. Cap. 3. 

^ Moderate Apollinarians disclaim- (Pusey, p. 246) says that a <* natural 

ed this. See Newman, Tracts Theol. union" means a '* real" one ; that it 

and Eccl. pp. 272, 277. implies no confusion of the natures, 

« I. e. that the Son or Word was but means the unity of Subject or 

made God in an improper or titular Person. Theodoret, at the end of his 

sense, by the flat of the Father : see second Dialogue, entitled 'Aa-^x^ro'* 

ad Afros, 5 ; cf. c. Apoll. ii. 11. quotes passages in which Apollinaris 

' So Cyril, that it is " not the flesh disclaims the notion of a confusion, 

of a man . . . connected with the His comment is that ** the man who 

Word," Ep. ad Nest. 3. 7, and cf. was first to introduce the mixture of 

Explan. 10, that Nestorians regard the natures was thus constrained by 

the Virgin's Son as Hrepdp riva beside the power of truth to admit their dis- 

the Word. tinctness." 

ft See Orat. c. Arian. i, 60. " We 
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sion* between the Word and the flesh that became His own, 
and with the statement that God became Man; in that 
case, you neither hear nor wish to believe, since you are 
not content when you hear of that which is above all the 
praise that we can think of, a Body of God \ according to 
him who says, Who will transform the body of our humi- Piiil. 3. 
Uationy that it may become conformed to the body of His ^^' 
glory ; which is an indication of the age to come: and 
further it is called "the body of His glory /^ And the Lord 
also says. When the Son of Man shall come ; He means S. Matt, 
that' Son of God, who became Son of Man, being both * * 
Judge of living and dead, and King, and Sovereign, and 
very God. But you wish to proscribe the word *body^,* 
or any application of the term ^ man' for Christ ™. How 
can you go on reading the Divine Scriptures, when Mat- 
thew writes, the book of the generation of Jesus Christ, S. Matt. 
Son of David, Son of Abraham, and John, In the beginning s. John 
was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word i« !• 
was God? Now if you mean to consider ^ Word,' and^ God,' 
and * Son of David,' as separately existing ", you will have 
to speak of two words : but if, being taught by the Divine 

* *h<ruyx^V* Here he anticipates that He was '* Man ; " that He had as- 

the great anti-Monophysite watch- sumed a true humanity. Compare 

word of the next century, (see the S. Ambrose, £p. 46, 7, that an ApolH- 

ChaJcedonian Definition of Faith, and narian had said, '* He took the form of 

Hooker y. 54. 10.) which was also a servant, we do not read that He 

antidpated by Cyril Alex. Apol. adv. was a servant ; '* see below, c. Apollin. 

Orient. 1, 11. fPusey, p. 266,364.) ii. 13. Cyril Alex, says that "the 

adv. Nest. i. 1. (Pusey, p. 62.) Word, although He is by nature 

^ Ep. ad Adelph. 3. The Apolli- God, has been called Man as having 

naiians, he means, were not content become partaker of flesh and blood, 

with the statement that an actually like ourselves, and assumed our hu • 

human body had come to belong to manity in a perfect state according to 

a Divine Person, and so attained an its proper law of being." Scholia, 4 

ineffable dignity. For the phrase, (Pusey, p. 506.) Thecdoret makes 

** God's Body," see on ad Adelph. 3 ; use of this passage, in his second Dia- 

cp. Epict. 6; Max. 3 ; c. Apoll. i. 6, 18. logue, p. 168 ; and also makes " Or- 

^ So Greg. Naz. Epist. 101. The thodox" argue that it is necessary to 

Ealychian also, in Theodoret's first call Christ Man as well as God, or 

Dialogue, is made to object to the that it Is not "superfluous" to do 

phrase, " He assumed a body." so. See below, ii. 18, and Newman, 

» It is true (see on c. 6) that Christ Tracts Theol. and Eccl. p. 262. 

is not " a man" in the sense that any ° Karh. Siaipeiny, He means, " No 

human individual is a human person doubt, if you were asked by us to ad- 

(see Athan. Orat. Arian. iii. 51 ; New- mit that the Son of God and the Son 

man's Sermons, vi. 62.) ; but although of Man were two persons, that would 

ApoUinaris himself sometimes spoke mean two Christs : but we utterly re. 

of Him as Man, the ApoUinarians pudiate such an idea." The doctrine 

shrank from admitting in plain words of the " One Person in two Natures " 

H 



98 The One Christ is both God and Man, 

C.Apoll. Scriptures, you believe that the Word, being God, became 
Son of Man, you will know that the Christ is one, the self- 
same ®, both God and Man : that the twofold aspect of the 
announcement p of His coming might involve a convincing 
proof alike of the Passion and the impassibility, as when 
1 Tim. the Apostle says % The Man Christ Jesus, who gave Him^ 
Rom. 9. ^^if ^ ransom for ally God blessed for ever. And writing 
5. to Timothy, he says. Remember Jesus Christ, of the seed 

g^ ' ' of Davidy who was raised from the dead. And the same 
1 Cor. Apostle says again, TVe announce His death, until He 
^^•^^- come\ 

11, If, then, on the strength of your acknowledging ^^ the 
coessentiaV^ you take away the name of the flesh, and 
the application of the name ^^ Man " to Christ, either you 
no longer ^* announce His death until He come,^^ and 
then you nullify the Scriptures; or else, announcing, in 
your view, the death of Him who is coessential with 
the Father and the Holy Spirit, without acknowledging 
1 S. Pet. that Christ suffered in flesh, you will say that even the 
Godhead of the Father and of the Holy Spirit is itself 
capable of death ®; and then you have become more im- 

implies that it is possible for a Divine Manliood," according to the forma- 

Person to adopt a human sphere of ]ary accepted by Cyril from Jolm of 

existence in addition to the Divine, Antioch ; see Cynl, Ep. ad Joan, 

and without prejudice to the oneness (Pusey, p. 44.) 
of His Personality. See above, p. 85. p Tb BtirKovv K'fiptfyfxa, comp. Orat. 

o Compare Tom. ad Antioch. 7 ; and c Arian. iit. 29, tliat the account 

c. Arian. iv. 36, " Not some different (iirayyeKiay) if the Saviour in Holy 

Christ, but one and the same." So Scripture ts twofold. And see below 

Hilary de Trinit. x. 19, " there is no c. 13, and c. Apollin. ii. 2, 18. This 

other Son of Man than He who is Son does not mean that He is StrXovs in 

of God : nor any other in the form of the sense in which Cyril rejects that 

God, than He who was born as per. phrase, Ep. ad Nest. 3. 8, that is, 

feet man in the form of a servant." the sense of a double personality. 
Thus Hilary, like Athanasios, and <i An instance of the combination 

like Ambrose in de Fide ii. 7. 58, de of two texts. On the sense of Rom. 

Incam. Sacr. 6. 48, and Augustine 9. 5, see Ep. Epict. 10. 
Enchir. 35, excludes Nestorianism ' Karayy^Wofiev, here understood 

beforehand, as did the Council of in its natural sense of announcing or 

Chalcedon afterwards in its Definitio making solemn acknowledgment as be- 

Fidei, *' We acknowledge our liord fore men. The text is thus used in the 

Jesus Christ as one and the same Liturgies, see Hammond, Liturgies 

Son, the same perfect in Godhead, East, and West. pp. 42, 112, 187, 211. 
the same perfect in manhood, truly ■ Theodoret quotes from Apollina- 

God and truly Man, the same from a ris several passages admitting that 

rational soul and a body, coessential the death was endured by Christ's 

with the Father as to Godhead, and flesh, the Godhead being impassible, 

the same coessential with us as to Dial. iii. p. 255. See below. 



He ^^ suffered in fieshy^ not in Godhead. 99 

pious than all the heretics. For it was the death of the 
flesh which became that of the coessential Word*, For it 
was not the Father nor the Holy Spirit that wore flesh, 
as those who hold the impiety of Valentinus imagine " : 
but " the Word became flesh/* Wherefore we, in confes- 
sing Christ to be God and Man, do not say this for the 
sake of making a division, God forbid^! but on the contrary, 
according to the Scriptures, to the end that, since Passion 
and Death have taken place, and are being "announced 
until He come,*' we may confess the Passion and the Death 
to have taken place in regard to the flesh of the Word, 
but may believe the Word Himself to be unchangeable 
and unalterable y. Therefore it is He who suffered and 
who did not suffer'; being impassible and unchangeable 
and unalterable in the Divine nature, but having suffered 1 S. Pet. 
in fleshf as Peter said % and willed to taste of death : be- * ' 
cause He became a Mediator between God and men, the l Tim. 2. 
Man Christy who gave Himself a ransom for ally and again 
* because He became a Mediator between God and men/ 
Now a mediator is not a mediator of one, but God is one. Gal. 3. 

20. 

* This should be read along with the one Christ. 

4!. Apollin. ii. 11. Cf. Orat. c. An. iii. y Cyril of Alex, distinctly avers this. 

31. << Not that God the Word in His owa 

" A lax use of " Valentinus," pro- nature suffered blows and piercings, 

bably alluding to the affinity between for the Divinity is impassible : but 

the " emanatist" form of Sabellian. since that body which had become His 

ism and the Valentinian scheme of own suffered, He Himself is said to 

,^^us. have suffered this for us ; for He who 

* See c. Apollin. ii. 10. 12. The is impassible was in the suffering body, 
ApolUnarians accused the orthodox £p. ad. Nest. 2. (Pusey, p. 6.) And 
of asserting two Sons, a Son by na- in Apol. adv. Orient. 12. (Pusey, p. 
tnre and a Son who was afterwards S70, ff.) when charged with virtually 
added by adoption^ "I know not with holding that the Word suffered as the 
whom they are contending. I never Word, he answers in effect, " Nobody 
yet knew of any one who said such a holds this ; of course the Word could 
thing,*' Gregory Nyssen, c. Apollin. not suffer as God, but only as Man, 
(tom. iii. p. 262.) He goes on to refute Kara rh h.v9p<jmivovy and as having ap- 
such a notion by arguing that a per- propriaced the conditions of the Man- 
son might just as well take each Theo- hood which He had assumed." So as 
phany in the O. T. to belong to a dif- to change, Apol. adv. Orient. 1. " They 
ferent ** Son." But this is the Epistle say they are afraid lest. . . any change 
containing the quasi-Eutychian pas- should be supposed to have befallen 
sage of which Hooker doubted the the Word's Divine value. I applaud 
genuineness, E. P. v. 53. 2. Gregory their anxiety (5f7/Aa), but, &c." 
Nazianzen says, " They accuse us of * See c. Apoll. ii. 2, Epict. 6. 
breaking up the peerless and won- *■ Athanasius had quotes this text 
drous Union," Ep. 102. Similarly, in Orat. c. Arian. iii. 34, with the same 
in the next century the Monophysites purpose. See below, on Cyril's 12th 
accused their adversaries of dividing Anathema. 
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100 To call His flesh " coessential with the Word"' 

CApoll. 12. Wherefore they are in error who say that the Son 
who suffered is one, and He that suffered not is another **. 
For beside the Word there is no other that underwent 
death and the Passion®: but the impassible and incorporeal 
Word Himself endured to be bom in the flesh of man, 

beb. 8. and fulfilled all things, that He might have something to 

lb. 1. 4. ^^ ^^^ ^^* ^^^ ^® ^® ^^^^ *^ hsLve become superior to 
the Angels : it was not the Word Himself, the Maker of 
the Angels, that became their superior, as if He had ever 
been inferior^; but that "form of the servant," which the 
Word Himself made His own* by natural birth, rose up 
as superior out of the generation of the protoplast, and 
brought us into intimacy with itself, as has been said, when 

Eph. 2. we hec3,me fellow-citizens with the saints, and members of 
the household of God: and it became by nature God's own 
flesh,, not as being coessential with the Godhead of the 
Word, as if it were coeternal, but as having become His 
own by nature, and inseparable by virtue of the union, 
while it was from the seed of David and of Abraham and 
of Adam, from whom we also are descended. But if the 
flesh is "coessential with the Word," and coeternal, you 
will next have to say, in consequence, that all the creatures 
also are coeternal with the God who created all things* 
And how will you continue to be Christians, if you en- 
tangle yourselves in such knots as these ? For that which 
is coessential, impassible, and incapable of death, does not 
admit of union with what is " coessential" in regard to " hy- 
postasis," but in regard to " nature ;" whereas in regard to 
** hypostasis" it exhibits its own perfection ^ So that, by 

^ Compare Epict. 11. resigned His pre-eminence above the 

^ This was the one point for which holy angels, but reassumed it at His 

Cyril Alex, contended : see his Ex. ascension, &c. In Orat. c. Ari. ii. 59, 

plan. Cap. 2, 3. and Apol. ad Orient. Athan. takes it differently. 

3, &c. It is stated by Pearson, On « 'iSunroi^o-aro. See Ep. Epict. 6. 

the Creed, art. 4 ; ** When our Sa. ' This passage should be compared 

yiour fasted forty days, there was no with one at the end of c. 9, where he 

other person hungry than that Son of argues that " flesh,'* even if deemed 

God which made the world," &c. and '* coessential with the Word,'* cannot 

Hooker, v. 52. 3, ** No person was be thought to lose its own subsistence, 

bom of the Virgin but the Son of and therefore will on their own show- 

God.** ing be a <* fourth" beside the Holy 

^ Cf. c. Apollin. 11. 15. As Cyril Three. So here, assuming their pre- 

says, ad Pulcheriam et Eudoc. 8, miss of the coessentiality existing be- 

(Pusey, p. 270) that when He passed tween the Word and the flesh of 

Into the sphere of humanity, He so far Christ, he says in effect, <* The Word 



wronffs Godhead or suggests Docetism* 101 

that invention of yours, which you consider pious, you 
either deny the flesh derived from the Virgin Mother of 
God «, or you blaspheme the Godhead. But if your con- 
fession of the Son and of the Holy Spirit as coessential 
with the Father has reference to the flesh that suffered, 
why do you continue to blame us, as if we spoke of a 
Quatemity instead of a Trinity, while you yourselves, 
even against your will, confess a Quatemity instead of a 
Trinity, by saying that the flesh is coessential with the 
Trinity ^ ? Your faith, therefore, is vain : for you are of the 
same mind with the impious Arians, while you misinter- 
pret the text. The Word became flesh. Now the Word be- 
came flesh, not that the Word might be no longer Word *, 
but that the Word might be always Word, and at the same 
time, the Word might have flesh, in which He accepted 
the Passion and death in His human form, having gone as 
far as to the sepulchre and Hades ; and in which also God 
the Word effected the resurrection from the dead, having 
made "exhibitions^' of flesh and blood and soul through flesh 
that was His own and inseparable from him, as it is writ- 
ten, "from the seed of David/' For wherein did Mar- 
cion's statement differ from yours ^ ? Did he not say that 
the body appeared from heaven, in likeness of man, but not 
in reality ? What else did Manichaeus say ? Did not he 
speak of it as Divine in form, as the body which had a 
mere resemblance to ours, but was foreign to that human 

cannot be united to the flesh by ceas- sajrs, <* Anathema sit qui non dicit car- 
ing to remain what He actually is : nem ex Maria." Galland. xii. 702. 
for coessentiality does not involve com- ^ See above, c. 9. 
mixture. Grant that A is of one es- * So Orat. c. Arian. iii. 34, << The 
sence or nature with B ; still, it t^ A Word Himself remains as He is.'' 
and not B. In no case could the Di- And c. Apollin. ii. 3, 7. 
vine Essence become passible or mor- ^ The idea of exhibition or manifes- 
tal : to saj that it could, would be to tation had been put forward by Apol- 
blaspheme the Godhead, which re- linarians in their own sense, as if it 
tains its own unalterable perfection." were the one ** object of the Incar- 
In this passage one must admit *'that nation," Newman, Tracts and Eccl. 
hypostasis" and '* ousia" are in some p. 266. Hence Athanasius emphasises 
sense contrasted with each other, in a it, in a sound sense, repeatedly in this 
manner not usual with Athanasius. treatise. E.g. c. 7, 16, 17: ii. 5, 9, 10, 
There is a clear approximation to that 13, 15, 17. 

sense of " hypostasis" which is involv- * Cp. Ep. Adelph. 2. On Marcion*s 

ed in the phrase Three Hypostases; see Christology as **Docetic in the ex- 

on the Tome, 5. treme," see MansePs Gnostic Here- 

« For the title Theotocos see above, sies, p. 214. He did not even allow 

c. 4. ApoUinaris, quoted by Leontius, of " a seeming birth into the world." 



102 Theory of^^a heavenly Mind in Christ'^ 

C.Apoll. flesh ™ of which he impiously asserts sin to be the nature, 
not the operation ^ ? Such is the character of their im- 
piety. 

13. Therefore he who is religious ought not to employ 
such devices as these, but to say that the Word who be- 
fore the ages was coessential with the Father did in the 
last times, from the Holy Virgin Mother of God, restore 
that which was formed and made in Adam^s likeness, 
making it His own by union : and thus He who was God 
before the ages appeared as man, the Christ. And we are 

Eph. 5. members of Christ, as it is written,/ro»i His flesh and from 
His bones. What then is the meaning of all these con- 
tentious inventions of yours, in that you employ human 
wisdom to make definitions beyond the scope of human 
thought °, saying, " Instead of the inward man which be- 
longs to us there is in Christ a heavenly mind ?*' O what 
ah unhallowed opinion, what weak and unbecoming words 
of men who do not understand in the first place this fact, 
that " Christ'* is not spoken of in one way only, but by 
that one name itself is exhibited an indication of two 
things P, Godhead and Manhood! Therefore "Chrisf* is 
called Man, and " Christ'* is called God, and ^* Christ*' is 
God and Man, and "Christ" is one. Vain then is your 
sophism, whereby you attempt to contemplate something 
else in Him beside "Christ." For those who are in an im- 

^ Faustus the Manichean held that ther stretch of boldness to invent for 

2 Cor. 5. 16 was a retractation of them terms not found in Scripture." 

Rom. I. 13. S. Aug. c. Faust, xi. I. **A reluctance," says Card. Newman, 

° See this in Newman's Tracts The- " to fix the phraseology of doctrine 

ol. and Eccles. p. 327. According to ... is historically contemporaneous 

Manes, sin was not a perverse ex- with the most unequivocal dogmatic 

ercise of the soul's power of action, statements." Tracts Theol. and Ec- 

but belonged to the original constitu- cles. p. 293. He adds that " no better 

tion of the soul itself, as including an illustration" of this "can be given than 

element of " darkness." See app. to the writings of Athanasius himself." 

S. Augustine's Confessions, Lib. Fath. Compare c. Apollin. ii. 19. The inevi- 

p. 322. table inadequacy of all human terms 

*^ They claimed to be philosophical in regard to the mystery of the 

theologians: Greg. Naz. Ep. 101. Divine Being is earnestly enforced 

Epiph. Hesr. 77. 30. Athanasius pro- by Hilary, de Trin. ii. 5, 7, who says 

tests against over-defining in Ep. ad at the same time that heresy has 

Scrap. 1. 17, in terms which might constrained the Church to use such 

almost seem capable of being utilised terms. Cp. Newman, Ari. p. 37. 
by the Acacians. It is, he says, ** im- p Above, c. 10. and below, c. Apol- 

possible for us men" to speak worthily lin. iL 2. Cp. Theod. Dial. ii. p. 74. ff. 
about things ineffable; but it is a fur- 



His human Soul is His Mind. 103 

proper sense ^ called " Christs ' " may perhaps be contem- 
plated as such from your point of view, but He who is by 
nature the only real Christ will not be described by human 
reasoning, as you, who have become presumptuous, dare to 
describe Him. For neither prophet, nor apostle, nor any 
of the evangelists, has uttered these things which you who 
have become shameless in mind ■ undertake to say. For 
if Christ is another than the "heavenly mind" that has 
come to exist in Him, and the "mind" is perfect, then on 
your own shewing there are two (perfects *) and you are 
convicted of holding that opinion which you seem to de- 
nounce. As for a "heavenly mind," even the prophets 
had it, for they spoke of things heavenly, and of things 
future as if present. But why do you so much as think 
of saying this, as if the existence of an inward man in 
Christ were not a thing acknowledged? Why then will 
you say of the soul, that the body and the soul are the 
outward man ^, as one might say of the blood and the flesh ? 
But as the body and the blood, being visible, do not escape 
handling and also wounding, you have to prove to us that 
the soul does not escape these things, inasmuch as it is 
also visible. Or, if you cannot prove this, the conclusion 
is plain, that the soul is neither seen, nor killed by man, S. Matt, 
like the body, as the Lord has said. Be convinced, then*, 
that the soul is our inward man, as is shewn by the ori- 
ginal formation, and made manifest by the subsequent 
dissolution, this also being shewn not only in our own 
case, but also in the death of Christ itself y, when the vA 

body went (only) as far as the sepulchre, but the soul 
went on to Hades : and since the interval which separates 
these places was great, and the sepulchre admitted the 
presence of the body, it was there that the body was 

<i KaraxfynffriKuSi a term applied by ^ ApoUinarians held that the animal 

Arians to the lax or improper sense principle or 'soul' belonged to the 

in which according to them the Son outer, the rational principle or 'mind' 

was called Word, Athan. Deer. Nic. 6. to the inner man. Dorner, ii. 365. 

' See .Cyril Alex. Ep. ad Monach. E. T. See c. Apoll. ii. 8. 

11. "All the others are with reason * This passage is cited by Pearson 

called christs because they have been on the Creed, ii. 327, to show that 

anointed, but Emmanuel alone is the Fathers argfued against Apolllna- 

Christ and very God." rianism from the descent into Hades. 

* Literally, " in soul." ^ The construction is irregular, Scix- 

^ See c. 2t wfiivosv . . . i^elnyvTo. 



104 Man doomed to the grave and to Hades ; 

CAioLL. present, while the incorporeal presence was admitted by 
*• Hades. 

14. How was it that when the Lord was present there 
incorporeally. He was regarded by death as man ? It was 
in order that, by presenting to the souls detained in bon- 
dage that form * of His own soul which was incapable of 
the bondage of death, as if capable of it, as present in their 
presence. He might fix the boundary-mark of the resurrec- 
tion, and break the bonds of the souls detained in Hades ^ ; 
that the Fashioner and Maker of man, and He who had 
subjected man to condemnation, might by His own pre- 
sence, and His own act in His own form, set man entirely 
free. For neither did death prevail so utterly as to bring 
the human soul of the Word under its dominion, to be de- 
tained in bondage ; nor again did corruption tyrannically 
rend asunder the body so as to produce its dissolution, as 
if events were not under the control of Providence ^. For 
to entertain such a thought as to such a thing, is impious : 
but He who held the enquiry into the transgression, and 
gave judgment, passed the general doom in a twofold form. 

Gen. 3. saying to the earthly part. Earth thou art^ and to earth 
shalt thou depart : — and so, the Lord having pronounced 
sentence, corruption receives the body : — ^but to the soul, 

lb. 2. 18. Thou shalt die the death : and thus man is divided into 
two parts, and is condemned to go to two places. For 
this reason the action of Him who had pronounced sen- 
tence became necessary, that He might by His own act 
annul His own sentence, after He had been seen in the 
form of him that was condemned, but in that form as un- 
condemned and sinless ; that the reconciliation of God to 
man ^ might come to pass, and the freedom of the whole 

* Moptpiiy — the form or specific cha- faith in a Providence would be shat- 

racter : see c. Apoll. ii. 1 ; compare tered. 

Phil. 2. 6. Ambrose explains '* form " ' Athanasius clearly considered the 

there as the perfection of nature and reconciliation of man to God in 2 Cor. 

of condition, Ep. 46. 7. See below, 5. 19, 20 as involving (primarily) a 

ii. 1. reconciliation of God to man, (com- 

■ That is, might shew them that pare the next words, ''not imputing," 

their detention would have a limit, &c.) So S.Clement of Rome, Ep. ad 

that they would be reunited to their Cor. 48, ** that He, being made propi- 

bodies. tious, might be reconciled to us : " 

i> I. e. if such an one as Christ could and so in the " Clementine " Liturgy, 

be supposed capable of dissolution, all " He propitiated Thee His own Gud 



set free by Christ's going to both. 105 

of man might be efiected by means of man^ in the newness 
of the image of His Son Jesus Christ our Lord. Now if 
you can point out another place of condemnation^ you may 
with reason say that man is divided into three parts ^, and 
that the recall from two places has come to pass^ but that 
in the third that which was bound remains in bonds. But 
if you cannot point out another place, beside the sepulchre 
and Hades, from which places man has been perfectly set 
free, because Christ set us free in His own form which was 
like to ours, perfect and most real; how can you go on 
saying this, as if God had not yet been reconciled to man- 
kind ) How then was it that the Saviour came among us ? 
Was it as if He were unable to set free the whole of man ®? 
or as if He abhorred the mind which had once sinned, or 
feared that He Himself might become a partaker in sin, 
if He, being God, were to become perfect man ? But those 
who form this notion of the case are full of impiety. For 
what definition of sin is that which you give when you say 
this, asserting like the most impious Manicheans, that sin 
is natural ^ ? 

15. When you hold these sentiments, you become accu- 
sers of the Maker of nature «. When God at the beginning 
formed Adam, did He make sin innate in him ? If so, what 
need was there then of a commandment ? And how was it 
that He condemned man after he had sinned ? And how 
was it also that Adam did not know good and evil before 
his transgression ? Him, whom God formed for incorrupt Wisd. 2. 
tiouy and as an image of His own eternity , He made with a ^^' 
nature sinless and a will free to choose^: but through the 

and Father, and reconciled Thee to ' See above, c. 5. Greg*. Naz. says, 

the world." Hammond, Utm'gies, Ep. 101, that the mind specially need' 

East, and West. p. 16. See Dale on ed redemption, because, as physicians 

the Atonement, pp. 262, 492. (the say of illnesses, it was the first part 

Cong^egationallst Lectures for 1875.) affected (by human sin :) therefore it 

^ Athanasius here virtually reduces specially needed to be assumed by the 

the"trichotomy*'of "body, soul, and Redeemer. If God could save man 

spirit," (emphasized in S. Irenseus iv. apart from mind, He could do so apart 

9.1.) into a dichotomy, treating " soul from flesh . 

and spirit " as the inward man, in op- ' Above, c. 12. 

position to "body" as the outward, ^ Quoted in the Sixth General 

See below, c. 18, and c. Apoll. ii. 17. Council as from the second book 

where he identifies soul and spirit. In against Apollinaris. Mansi, xi. 368. 

c. Gent. 30 he had spoken of the mind *» hvr^^oiaiov. See Orat. c, Arian. I. 

as residing in the soul. Compare Gre- 35. an Arian question — AwTe^ouirios 

gory Nyssen, Antirrhct. 46. iariv, f^ ovk iarri ; 



106 Sin a perversion of human nature. 

C.Apoll. deviPs envy came death into the world, after he had found 
out the device of producing the transgression. And thus, 
from disobedience to God's commandment, man became 

S. Matt, receptive of the seed sown by the enemy *, and thencefor- 
ward sin was active in man^s nature, in the direction of 
every appetite ^ : not that the devil had fashioned a nature 
in him, God forbid ! ^ for the devil could not be a maker of 
a nature, as Manicheans impiously think : but he out of a 
transgression produced a perversion of nature, and thus it 

Rom. 5. was that death reigned over all men. For this purpose then, 

1 S, John ^^ ^^ ^^^^} ^*^ ^^^ ^f ^^^ came that He might destroy the 
3. 8. works of the devil. What sort of works of the devil did 
the Son of God destroy ? Because after God had made a 
nature in a sinless state, the devil perverted it into trans- 
gressing His commandment, and finding out deadly sin, 
therefore did God the Word restore for Himself this na- 
ture in a state whch it was incapable of being perverted 
by the devil and of finding out sin : and therefore did the 
S. John Lord say. The prince of the world cometh, and findeth no- 
thing in me. But if the ruler of the world found in Christ 
not a single thing that was his, much more did Christ 
abandon to the ruler of this world nothing of His own 
handy-work. Or this was another reason for his finding 
nothing in Him, — ^because Christ exhibited the principle 
of newness in its perfection, that He might accomplish in 
perfection the salvation of the whole of man, of reasonable 
soul and body ™, that resurrection also might be perfect. 
In vain, then, do Arians" use sophistry, suggesting that 

* This allusion to the parahle of say, in order to refer the Passion to 

the tares recurs in c. 17. ii. 6. In the Godhead," see Newman, Tracts, 

Orat. c. Ari. ii. 34 he connects it with Theol. and Eccles. p. 258. and Athan. 

Arianism. cp. Hist. An. 44. Treatises, i. 119, where the passage 

^ See Athan. de Incam. Verhi, 4, 5. in the text is quoted. In Mai's Nova 

» See Ath. Treat, i. 242. Collect, vii. 17. the Arian Eudoxius, 

^ A phrase in the Chalcedonian De- bishop of Constantinople, is cited as 

finition of Faith. Compare the Qui- saying, " Neither did He take a hu- 

cunque, "ex anima rational! et hu- man soul, but God was in flesh in- 

mana came subsistens." stead of a soul." ("God," of course, 

° See c. Apollin. ii. 3, 12, and 14. in the Arian sense.) The "East- 

Epiphanius, Ancorat. 33, says that the ems," criticising Cyril, refer to the 

Arians deny that He assumed a soul Arians as asserting "one nature," 

that they may ascribe to God the hu- Cyr. Apol. adv. Orient. 4. Leontius 

man sensations. So Greg. Naz. Epist. again explains their motive ; " that 

101 , says, " For if the Man (Jesus) such texts as refer to humiliation 

was soulless, that is what Arians also might be ascribed to Christ, not as 



14. 20. 
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the Saviour assumed flesh only, and impiously referring to 
the impassible Godhead the notion of suffering. And in 
vain do you also, from another point of view, but with the 
same thought as theirs, say that He used the form with 
which He was invested, that is, which was " instrumental 
and (that) ^^in place of the inward man that is in us, 
there was in Christ a heavenly mind/^ And how then 
was He in pain, and in heaviness, and praying ? And it is 
written. He was troubled in spirit. Now these things do S. John 
not belong to a flesh without a mind, nor to an unchange- 
able Godhead, but to a soul possessing thought, feeling 
pain, and trouble, and in heaviness, and intellectually sen« 
sible of suffering °. 

16. But if, then, you do not choose to think thus of this 
matter, there are three possible conceptions, unreality, and 
blasphemy, and reality ; and which will you choose ? For 
if you suppose that what was said was said in mere ap- 
pearance ^y then what took place must also be deemed un- 
real ^. And if it was really said, but the soul of the Lord 
had become altogether estranged from its own thought, in 
that it possessed God the Word as a Mind, then to think 
that the Unchangeable was changed so as to feel pain, and 
heaviness, and trouble, is impious : and if the Gospels do 
say that Jesus was troubled in spirit, yet the Lord indicates 
His " mind *' in the words. My soul is troubled ^» Now if lb. 12. 
the Lord indicates a thought of His own soul. He does so 

Man, but as Son of God, and so, ac- Christ had an '' anima" but that God 

cording to their doctrine, the Son the Son was His ''mens." Compare 

might be found to be inferior to the Card. Newman, Athan. Treatises, ii. 

Father," de Sectis, iii. 4. (Galland. 383, ed. 2. 289. 

xii. 635.} See Theodoret, Epist. 104, *> See Orat. c. Ari. iii. 56. So Ba- 

that Anans say that the Word was sil, £p. 261 , that to flesh animated, 

itself instead of a soul, while Apol- the animal soul, it belongfs to be 

linaris, inventing a difference be- weary ; to the rational soul, or soul 

tween such a soul and a mind, says employing a body, to be sorrowful. 

that the mind was absent : and that Theodoret says, Haer. Fab. y. 13, that 

Arians are refuted by the distinctions in S. John 12. 27 '* He plainly express- 

which refers the lowlier language ed the agitation which the soul sus- 

about Christ to His '* assumed na- tained," &c. 

ture," the loftier -to His Godhead. »* Aok^o-ci, cf. c. 2. 

Marius Mercator (ed. Baluz. p. 168.) *» ^avratria. See Epict. 7; Orat. c. 

ascribes this opinion not to Anus Ari. iii. 32; and Basil, Ep. 261. 3, 

himself, but to some Arians, and to " of His Humanity which was real 

Eunomius ; and thinks that Apolli- and not narit (pavraoriav" 

naris held it at first, and afterwards, ' Quoted by Augustine to the same 

" in pejus velut emendaus,*' said that purport. De Div. Qu. 83, in 80. 
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108 Christ J perfect God and perfect Man; 

C.Apoll. in order to sympathise with our soul% that so we also may 
at the same time consider the Passion to have been His, 
and confess Him to be impassible. For as He redeemed 
us by the blood of His flesh, so too by the thought of 
8. John. His soul, He '* exhibits" His victory in our behalf, saying, / 
lCor.i5. ^^^'^ overcome the world i and, in another place. To Him 
^^* Who giveth us the victory *. But as the blood will not be 

thought by religious persons, as it is thought by the un- 
believers, to be common^, but to be effectual for salva- 
tion, so also what is called the thought is not beset with 
human weakness, but exhibits the nature of God ^. And 
so Christ will be called perfect God and perfect Man^: 
not as if the Divine " perfection " had been converted into 
a human perfection, which is an impious notion ; nor as if 
we acknowledged two "perfections" separate from each 
other', which is alien to true religion; nor again by way 
of "advance" in virtue*, and an accession of righteous- 
ness, God forbid ! but by way of an unfailing existence, so 

■ That the movement of thoug^ht so ib. 52. See Card. Newman's Athan. 

or feeling was believed to be real, not Treat, ii. 469, ed. 2. The passage 

merely assumed in order to show in the text is quoted by Leontius, 

sympathy, although such sympathy c. Nest, et Eut. i. 

was involved in it, is plain from the * See c. 2. 

context, which may illustrate the re- * The Ebionites held that Jesus 
ference in Orat. iii. 57 to our Lord's was an ordinary man, justified mere- 
deprecation of *'the cup," &c. ly Karh wpoKoniiv ffOovs, Euseb. iii. 27. 

< Here a saying of S. Paul's is treat- See note in Athan. Treatises, Ub. 

ed as sanctioned by his Master. Path. i. 10. that a prominent tenet 

" KoiySy, perhaps alluding to Heb. of Paul of Samosata was that our 
10. 29. See Cyril Alex. Ep. ad Nestor. Lord became the Son by irpoKoirfi or 
3. 7, (Pusey p. 26) " not receiving it growth in holiness, (i. e. attained to 
as common flesh;" and Explan. 11, a titular and ethical Sonship.) See 
**not believing what is set forth to Athan. de Synodis 26, (the Macro- 
be the body of a common man.' stich condemning the doctrine) and 

« I. e. it helps us to a fuller view Orat. c. Arian. i. 43. and especially 

of Him who is actually God, as His iii. 51. So Greg. Nyssen. c. Eunom. 

blood is efficacious through His Di- Orat. iii. says that the Word is ever 

vinity. Cyr. ad Arcad. p. 229. King, ever Lord, ever most high, 

y Comp. the Quicunque, v. 32, and and God, not having become any of 

the Tome of S. Leo, c. 5. See Orat. these iK irpoKoir^s* So Greg. Naz. 

c Arian. iv. 35. ti\ov ainhv JkvQpm-Kov Ep. 101. ** If any one shall say that 

r€ Kol ee^y biiov. Even in the Semi- He was adopted as having become 

Arian Macrostich, He was owned as perfect in conduct, let him be ana- 

** God by nature perfect," Athan. de thema : for that which advances (irpd- 

Synodis. 26. So on the other hand, Koierov) or is p«;rfected, is not God." 

Epiphanius, Hwr. 77. 29 ; "Not as if So Cyril Alex, ad Arcadiam &c. 11, 

He dwelt in a man, but that He Pusey, p. 168.) *' We do not say, as 

Himself became Man wholly." And those do, that the Emmanuel was 

Hilary de Trin. x. 59, " habens in se called God by grace ... or attained 

et totum verumque quod homo est, this glory in irpoKoinjs,'* See above, 

et totum verumque quod Deus est :" on Tome 3. 
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that the two should be one ^, perfect in all things, the self- 
same God and Man. For on this account also did the 
Lord say, Now is my soul troubled and is in pain. The S. John 
word "now'* means, when He willed*': but nevertheless it 
exhibited what was in existence, for He was not mention- 
ing what existed not as if it were present, as if what took 
place was spoken of in mere appearance % for all things 
took place by nature and in reality ®. 

17. Since then the Lord became man by nature, and not 
by a fiction % it is not possible for you to raise an objec- 
tion with regard to ^sin,' either natural or actual, as in 
the Maker. For in our nature the strife of invention (of 
sin) and the introduction of the (evil) seed sown, are still 
going on, through our weakness ; but the Incarnation of 
the Lord, having taken place in connection with the nature 
of God K, involved an incapacity for those ways of acting 
which go on in us in consequence of our " old man V' and 
on this account we are taught to put off the old man^ and to Epii. W. 
put on the new. And in this consists the marvel — that the " ' * * 
Lord became Man, and yet apart from sin : for He became 
wholly a new Man^ to exhibit what He could do. And 
all things that He willed by (His) nature ^^ and arranged, 

^ Repeated from c. 7. the human mind or spirit in Christ 

« Cf. c. 6. " Our Lord's suspense was made to exist apart from an in- 

or permission, at His will, of the dependent human Egt), and apart 

operations of His Manhood is a great from any principle of selfwill. On this 

prindple in the doctrine of the Incar- subject cf. Epiphanius, Ancorat. 79, 

nation." Athan. Treat, ii. 296, ed. 2. that, being God, He could so hold to- 

^ AoKii<rei. gether the various elements of a 

« See c. 10. complete Manhood as to make moral 

' 660-61, cf. Ep. Epict. 2. disorganisation impossible : and Hser. 

« The phrase, kotA <p^<riy 06ou, 77. 27, that all the elements of liu- 

means practically, ** because He who manity were in Him kept free from 

became Incarnate was really God,'* taint. So Mozley on Doctr. of Predest. 

or " was a Divine Person," Here, and p. 97, that He had no sinful propen- 

more fully in c. Apoliin. ii. 6, he meets sions or *' concupiscence." And F. 

one of the most popular of ApoUina- W. Robertson, Sermons, i. 116: " He 

rian objections. If Christ had a hu- had no evil propensities at all, — no ten. 

man mind, how could such a mind be dency to sin." See below, p. 127. 

free from sinful tendencies ? He an. ^ Literally, ' from the oldness.' 

swers in effect, " The Divine nature * Literally, * newness.' 

in Christ exempted the nature as- ^ 06A.^<ras rif <p6(r€i^ — as we should 

sumed by Him from all evil propensi. say, by the will of His Divine Per- 

ties : His manhood had nothing of son, compare c. Apoliin. ii. 10. See 

the 'old man.'" It could desire, e. g, Newman's Tracts Theol. and Eccles. 

power, or freedom from pain, but not p. 308 ff. that Cyril Alex, uses <f>v(ris 

as to be attained by deviation from the rov A6yov for the Divine Being in, 

will of the Father. In other words, the Person of the Sou. 




110 Christ had a true body to be buried, 

CApoll. He took upon Himself, whatever things He willed i, that is, 
'• the birth from a woman, increase of stature, numbering of 
years, labour, and hunger and thirst, and sleep, and pain, 
and death", and resurrection. Therefore also into the 
place where man's body underwent corruption did Jesus 
introduce His own body ; and where the human soul was 
held fast in death, there did Christ exhibit the human 
soul as His own, that He who could not be held fast in 
death might at the same time be present as Man, and un- 
loose the grasp of death as God : that where corruption 
was sown, there incorruption might spring up, and where 
death reigned in the form of a human soul^, the Immortal 
One might be present and exhibit immortality, and so make 
us partakers of His own incorruption and immortality, by 
1 Cor. the hope of resurrection from the dead : so that the cor^ 
• ruptible might put on incorruption, and this mortal might 

Rora. 6. P^^ ^^ immortality ; that as by one man sin entered into the 
^^' world, and death by sin, even so by one Man Jesus Christ 

might grace reign through righteousness unto eternal life, 
as it is written. What then do you mean by saying, " In- 
stead of the inward man that is in us, there is in Christ a 
heavenly Mind? **'' Do you grant that having separated the 
outward and the inward into two. He thus exhibited Him- 
self both in the sepulchre and in Hades p ? But it was not 
possible to pay one thing as a ransom in exchange for a 
different thing on the contrary. He gave body for body, 
and soul for soul, and a perfect existence for the whole of 
man : this is Christ's exchange, which the Jews, the foes 
S. Matt, of life, insulted at the crucifixion, as they passed by and 
27. 39. shook their heads. For neither did Hades endure the ap- 

1 A|^n an irre|pi1ar construction : ing here. The thought, though ob. 

&yc8^|aro 8o-o iid4kri<re, roirfffri y€v- scurely expressed, seems to be, ** You 

rflfftas, ^y ^^^^ Christ's soul was a Divine, 

" I. e. in becoming Man, He placed not a human soul ; that this was His 

Himself, as Man, under the law of inward man. Well, but Christ's in- 

mortality, see Athan. Treat, i. 243 ; ward man, whatever it was, went into 

cp. c. 6: c. Epict. 8. Hades. Now, what was it but His 

"I.e. where the human soul, pre- soul and that a human one ? For (1 ) 

sent in its reality, or true character. He could not redeem human souls by 

was an instance of the sovereignty of the price of a soul that was non- 

death. human ; and (2) it is expressly taught 

« See above, c. 2. that what went into Hades was a hu- 

p Mitriye apparently has this mean- man soul." 
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proach of a Godhead unveiled^ ; this is attested both by Psal. 16. 
prophets and apostles. ^^^ 2. 

18. Further, the truth of these observations will be seen 31. 
at a glance when we consider the dispensation ' of the cross, 
how the Lord exhibited the reality of His flesh by tha 
pouring forth of His blood, and by the addition of water 
indicated its spotless purity, and that it was the Body of 
God ' : and by crying aloudy and bowing the heady and S. Matt. 
yielding up His spirit. He indicated that which was within |^ j^Un 
His own body, that is, the soul; of which also He said, /19. 30. 
lay it down for my sheep *• So that one would not call His 15'^ ^' 
breathing His last a withdrawal of Godhead ", but a depar- 
ture of the soul. For if the death, and the dying of the body, 
took place in virtue of a withdrawal of Godhead, then the 
death which He died was one peculiar to Himself, and not 
that which is ours. And how could He descend into Hades 
with His Godhead not under a veil ? In that case, where 
then was the soul, which the Lord promised to " lay down 
for the sheep," and concerning which the prophets made 
revelations beforehand ? But if what took place was a de- 
parture of the soul, then on this account it was said that 
He underwent the death that was ours, that is, by endur- 
ing the dissolution that befals us, as He also endured our 
birth. 

19. Vain, then, is your sophism: for how could His 
death have taken place, if the Word had not constituted for 
Himself both our outward and inward man, that is, body 
and soul ? and how then did He pay a ransom for ally or l 'Km. 2. 
how was the loosening of the grasp of death completely ^* 
effected, if Christ had not constituted for Himself, in a 
sinless state, that which had sinned intellectually % the 

<i See c. ApoII. ii. 17. between death and resurrection,— 

' See Tom. ad Antioch. 7. the Personal never for a moment, 

* Above, c. 6, 10. This is not a c. Apollin. ii. 5, 14, 15, for it was 
common explanation of the sTmboIism "indissoluble," ib. 2, 5. Gregory 
the water from Christ's side. Nyssen dwells on this in Antirrhet. 

* Observe the two senses of ^vx^ 55, to the effect that as Christ was 
as '* soul" or " life." So Theodoret, sinless in soul and body, His Divine 
Hser. Fab. v. 13. nature remained entire in each dur- 

^ Hence it follows that the God- ing their temporary separation, and at 

head was with the body in the tomb the Resurrection was present in both 

and the with soul in Hades : the at once, to reunite and to revivify. 

" Vital Union" having been severed * Karii <ftp6y7i(ny. 
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C.Apoll. soul? In that case, death still ^^ reigns^' over the inward 
man : for over what did it ever reign, if not over the soul, 

Ezek. which had sinned intellectually, as it is written. The soul 
• • that sinnethj it shall die ? on behalf of which Christ laid 
down His own soul, (thus) paying a ransom y. But what 
was it that God originally condemned ? that which the Fa- 
shioner fashioned, or the action of what was fashioned ? 
If God condemned that which the Fashioner fashioned. 
He condemned Himself, and He would then be like to men. 
But if it ts impious to think this of God, and if He con- 
demned the action of the thing fashioned, in that case He 

Eph. 2. annuls the action, and renews the thing fashioned. For we 
are a thing of His making ^ created unto good works, 

20. But again, you say, " It is we who call Him who 
was from Mary, God ^.'' Why then do you speak as Mar- 
cion did, of God as having come to "visit" us% and of God 
as having come to us intangibly, as having a nature not re- 
ceptive of human flesh ? Or why do you speak of God like 
Paul of Samosata ? for this was the face which he put on 
his impiety, to acknowledge Him that was from Mary as 
" God " in this sense, that He was pre-ordained before the 
ages, but derived from Mary the beginning of His existence**. 
And he acknowledges in Him an operative ® Word, from 
heaven, and Wisdom (thereby granting Him, on his own 

y The lanf^uage of << redemption" and being in fact a ** common" man, 

is used by Athanasius in De Incarna- ib. iii. 51. See the letter of the Coun- 

tione 2, 5 ; in that tract he also speaks cil of Antioch, Euseb. vii. 30. " He 

of paying for man what was due from does not choose to acknowledge with 

him, ib. 9, 20, and, in both places, us that the Son of God came down 

of offering a sacrifice on his behalf, from heaven." In his own langfuage, 

Again in Orat. c. Arian. ii. 67, ** pay. Jesus was a Virgln-bom man in whom 

ing the debt in our stead." Compare the Divine Wisdom dwelt more fully 

Oxenham, Cath. Doctrine of Atone- than in the prophets and in Moses; i.e. 

ment, p. 141 ; and Dale on the Atone- the indwelling, in this case, was am. 

ment, p. 278, who says, " Athanasius, pier and fuller than in others : but 

however, had far larger and deeper still the relation between Wisdom and 

conception of the nature of Christ's Jesus was a connection by way of in. 

redemptive work than this metaphor struction and participation, not of ac 

(paying the debt) would suggest." tual or personal union ; see above, on 

' They insisted that then* theory Tome, 3. Cf. c. Apoll. ii. 3. 

alone could establish the Divinity of *= This Word or Wisdom, according 

Jesus on a sure footing. Cp. c. 11. to Paul, was operative, but not per. 

■ Cp. Tertull. adv. Marc. iv. 7. sonal. The six Bishops who addressed 

^ Paul of Samosata, as Athanasius him therefore insist that it was not 

says, held that Christ had become iLvvK6(rraroiy but an energy living and 

(titiilarly) God, being a mere man, ^i^uir^jo-raros, Routh, Rell. Sac. iii. 293. 

De Synodis 45, not having existed See on the Tome, 6. 
before His birth, Orat. c. Arian. i. 25. 
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impious theory, more than you do,) just as you speak of a 
heavenly mind in ah animated body. But neither is an 
animated body in itself^ perfect man, nor is a "heavenly 
mind " in itself God. For we mean by an animated body 
one in regard to which the name of *^ souP^ is used with 
the notion of real existence '. Now a man^s body is called 
body, and not soul : and a man^s soul is called (soul,) and 
not body, each being in relation to the other, that is, 
spirit ■ to body. For it is said, who knoweth the mind of l Cor. 2. 
the Lord^F The "mind of the Lord'' is not of itself the ^^' 
Lord, but is the Lord's will or counsel, or action towards 
something. Why then do you desire such language, adul- 2 Cor. 2. 
terating the word of God by made-up words? But the ^^* 
Church of God has neither received nor handed down this 
notion % but rather, as it is written, that that God and 
Word who was before the ages with God came among us S. John 
at the consummation of the ages^ and was born of the Holy ^^^ 9 \/ 
Virgin, and of the Holy Spirit*, Son of Man, as it is written, 26. 
Until she brought forth her firstborn Son^ that He might be- S. Matt. 
come firstborn among many brethren^ being Himself very ^^^^ 
God y ; that He might both suflTer for us as Man, and re- viii. 29^ 
deem us from suffering and death as God. Vainly, then do 
you imagine that you can effect in yourselves the renewal 
of that which thinks and directs the flesh * ; imagining that 
you can do it by imitation * ; not considering that ^ imita- 
tion' is imitation of a preceding piece of work, for other- 
wise it could not be called imitation ^. But in that it is 

4 Literally, 'at once,' = ipso facto. ^ Cf. c. ApoUin. ii. 5. So in the 

' *Evvxoffrdrus. See on Tome, 6. first of the two Epiphanian Creeds, 

■ Agfain he used ^vxh and vvfvixa " of the Holy Spirit and the Virgin 

as equivalent terms, as in c. 14. Mary," Ancoratus ad fin. The creed 

* The Apollioarians' comment on of Nic^ and Ariminum had said "of 

this text was, "You see that *the the Holy Spirit, of Mary the Vir- 

mind of Christ ' is different from our gin : " Ath. de Synod. 30. 
own." Epiphanius, H«er.77,31,says ^ As in the Nicene Creed, and in 

that it is simply amazing that they Athan. Orat. c. Arian. iii. 41, "He 

should thus misuse it. He again was true God in the flesh, and true 

treats of it in Ancoratus, 67; and Gre- flesh in the Word." 
gory Nazianzen says, Ep. 132, that ^ See above, c. 2. 
they are said to ** have the mind of * See c. 3. 

Christ " who have purified their mind ^ I. e. " On your theory, there is 

by imitation of, and regulated their no model of a renewed human mind 

lives according to, that mind whi£h presented to you in Christ for your 

the Saviour assumed on onr behalf. imitation : you have destroyed your 

" See Epict. 3. exemplar." 

1 
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C.Apoll. only flesh which you acknowledge to be renewed in Christ, 
you go astray and blaspheme. For if it were possible for 
men to effect for themselves, apart from Christ, the re- 
newal of that which directs the flesh, (and what is directed 
follows that which directs it,) what was the use of Christ's 
coming amongst us ? 

21. Those also talk groundlessly who say, that the 
Word so came, as He did to one of the prophets ^ For 
of which of the prophets is it true that he, being God, 
Heb. 9. became man ? On that theory, why did the Law make no^ 
Rom. 6. ^^^^5^ perfect ? and why too did death reign over those who 
14. had not sinned in like manner to the protoplasts ? and why 

S.John again, did the Lord say, If the Son shall make you free, ye 
shall be free indeed ? Was it not in reference to that new- 
ness which was in Him, and the perfection by which we 
also, who have believed, are made new, as we imitate and 
participate in the perfect newness of Christ? But you 
have resorted to every device \ for the sake of making out 
one conclusion, that of negation. And you call the soul 
paraphrastically, sometimes a ^* mind distracted,'' some- 
times " sin subsisting %" and sometimes you thrust it out 
as ^^ a worker of sin ; " and the flesh you call sometimes 
'^uncreate/' sometimes ^'heavenly," sometimes "coessen- 
tial with the Word," in order that you may completely con- 
firm your negation. And as Arius, having lapsed from the 
belief in the ineffable and most true generation of the Son 
from the Father, found out such terms as "passion," "cut- 
ting," and "flux V in order that by these unhallowed words 
he might cast down the unstable into the pit of transgres- 
Prov. 22. sion; (for the mouth of the transgressor is a deep pit) so also 
14. LXX Sabellius, who supposed the Son to have no real subsist- 
ence b, and the Holy Spirit to be non-existent, and charged 
his opponents with dividing the Godhead **, and making a 

^ Toin.adAntioch.7. Ep. Epict. 11. 11. as by Hilary where he says that 

^ Cited in Newman's IVacts Theol. some misinterpreted the Homoousion 

and Eccles. p. 276. as if it meant that the Son was a 

« *'E.vvn6(rrarov, " portio desecta" from the Father, 

' All such ideas, associated by Arians &c. de Trin. iv. 4. 

with the Catholic doctrine, in order to ^ Here h.vuir6(rTaros is practically 

represent it as gross and materialising*, equivalent to impersonal, see on the 

were disclaimed by Athanasius, Orat. Tome, 6 ; comp. c. Apollin. ii. 16. 

c. Arian. i. 15, 21, &c. De Deer. Nic. ^ Compare the Quicunque, y. 4. 
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number of Principles^ and Gods, settled himself in Judaical 
sentiments^; so also Manichseus, disbelieving in the Lord's 
Incarnation, and in His becoming Man, became altogether 
impious, saying that man was subject to two Makers, an 
evil and a good: in like manner you also calumniously say, 
that we say there are two Sons^, and call us ^^man-worship- 
pers V' or make an objection on the score of " sin V' ^^^ 
in order that you may be truly religious, but that you may 
show off your own error as making good way by help of 
your evil inventions, and turn away the unstable from the 
faith by means of your impious words. Yet the solid foun- 2 Tim. 2. 
dation of God standeth, having this seal, ^^' 

22. This I have written, dear friend, although, in the 
truest sense, the Evangelic tradition® being sufficient, no- 
thing more was necessary to be written : but I have written 
because you asked about the faith that is in us, and also 
for the sake of those who like to talk at random about 
their inventions, and do not consider that he who speaketh CfS.Johii 

O AM 

from what is his own^ speake'h a lie. For it does not come 
within the reach of man's mind to express the beauty or 
glory of Christ's body; but at any rate, it is possible to 
acknowledge what has taken place as it is described in 
Scripture, and to worship the God who is, that His love 
may be glorified and acknowledged, and we may have a 
hope of salvation, in Christ Jesus our Lord. Amen. 

Those who confounded the Persons Epist. 210. 3. 

would accuse their Catholic oppo- ' Comp. Greg*. Naz. Epist. 101. 

nents of dividinf^ the substance. " See c. Apollin. ii. 12, and above 

* See on Epict. 9, Compare the ell; Greg. 1. c. 

Eucharistic Preface and Tersanctus. ° See c. 17. 

^ Here SabelUanism, as often else- ° Here apparently ** Evangelic tnu 

where Arianism, is called by Athana- dition " means the Gospels, compare 

gius Judaical. So expressly S. Basil : Kp. Adelph. 6. But this, of course, 

** Sabellianism is a Judaism,** because is an unusual sense of the word, 
it denied the preexistent Sonship, 
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ON THE SALUTARY APPEARING OF CHRIST, 
AND AGAINST APOLLINARIS. 

BOOK II. 

1. Let those who do not acknowledge our Lord Jesus 

Christ as one, from God and man, as it is written in " the 

S. Luke Gospel, who was Son of Adam, who was Son of God, tell 

Phil. 2 ^® ^^ what light they regard Him who existed as God in 

6, 7. the form of God, and took the form of the servant, or how 

s. Johnl. they understand the text. The Word became flesh and dwelt 

among ns^. For he who said. The Word became flesh, said 

1 S. John that He gave His life for us. Do they suppose the Word 

• ' to have undergone a conversion into fleshy or been made 

"like'' to soul, or to have exhibited the human form in mere 

semblance, as the other heretics^ erroneously say? But 

the Apostle does not allow of this, having told us who He 

was, and what He received. For as "the form of God*' is 

understood to mean the fulness of the Word's Godhead % 

so too "the form of the servant" is acknowledged to mean 

the intellectual nature of man's constitution, with its in- 

S. John strumental system ^ : so that by " was " the Word should 

be understood, and "became" should be acknowledged to 

refer to the flesh, with the soul, which is called " form of a 

* See c. ApoUin. i. 8. ' C. Apollin. i. 3. Compare the 
^ See Proclus of Constantinople in Quicunque, v. 35. 
his *' Tome " to the Armenians ; that <* Docetse. Comp. Ep. Epict. 7. 
both the texts, " He became flesh," Adelph. 2 ; c. ApoUin. 3. 
and, "He took the form of a servant," ® All the attributes of the Godhead 
must be held together. ** The two, are included in fiop<l>^ ®cov. So he 
understood in an orthodox sense, are says in Orat. c. Arian. iii. 6. See 
to us seeds of salvation. For by ' be- Lightfoot on Phil. 2. 6. that /iop<p^ 
came' the Evangelist intimates the was used to denote the specific cha- 
indivisible character of the perfect racter of a thing. Abp. Trench de- 
union : . . . and the word * took ' ex- fines fiop^^ 0€ot; to be " the manner 
presses the unchangeableness of the of existence of God," N. T. Sy- 
nature:" (i.e. that the Incarnation on nonyms, ii. 88. 
the one hand was most true and per- ' The bodily orgpanism being the 
sonal, but that it implied no " conver- instrument of the soul. Cf. c. Apol- 
sion of Godhead into flesh.") Mansi, lin. i. 2. 
V. 428. Cf. Cyril, adv. Orient. 1. 
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servant,'^ being understood to be a certain intellectual con- 
stitution. On this account, man, when reduced to a state 
of deaths is called " formless V' and is wholly dissolved, 
since the soul, whose nature is indissoluble, has withdrawn 
from the body. Wherefore Paul adduces the evidence of 
the intellectual nature, but John of the " instrumental ex- 
hibition '' of the body ; so that both might proclaim the 
whole mystery of the economy **. For it is plain ^ that the 
preexistent God the Word, before He came among us in 
flesh, was not man, but was God with God, being invisible 
and impassible. 

2. Nor is the name ^^ Christ ^' employed without refer- 
ence to the flesh : for the name implies the Passion and 
death, as Paul writes, If the Christ was passible j if He was Acts 26. 
first to rise from the dead : and elsewhere he says, Christ ^q^^ 5 
our Passover has been sacrificed, and the Man Jesus Christ 7. 
who gave Himself a ransom for us. Not that Christ is not 5 g 
God, but that He is also Man. Therefore he says. Re- 2 Tim. 2* 
member Jesus Christ raised from the dead^ of Jthe seed of^' 
David according to the fiesh. And therefore Scripture, 
when setting forth His being, introduces both names \ in- 
asmuch as invisibly He is thought of as, and really is, 
God, but visibly he is handled as, and really is, Man: not 
by a division of persons ^ or names, but by natural genera- 
tion, and indissoluble ^ union : so that while the Passion is 

ff AristotlesaySjMetaph.vi. lOjthat sanction of the doctrine of the One 

the ^vxh of animals (that is, tlie es- Person and two Natures of Christ 

senceofananimateheing)**istosuch defined hy the great Councils of the 

a body rh el^os K<drh rl ^v that" the fifth century. Comp. Orat. c. Ari. 

form and that which makes it to be iii. 29 — 32. Newman, indeed, takes 

whatitis; andinMetaph. X. 2heuse8 irpo(r6iretv in both places to mean 

cTSos as equivalent to /io/>^, as in vii. '^characters," Athan. Treat, i. 172. 

2 the ^vxi is called the hipyua of the But in c. 10 an existence of Godhead 

body, and ivipytia is connected with and Manhood is distinguished from a 

/loptfyfl. (These references are sug- dualityxpo(r(^ir»i'. Athan. was familiar 

gested by the Rev. H. R. Bramley, with the use of TrpSa-airov for what we 

Fellow and Tutor of S. Mary Magda- call "person" in the Godhead, de Syn. 

lene College.) Similarly S. Thomas 26, 27 ; and so Leon tins seems to un- 

Aquinas says, " Anima est forma cor- derstand him here, Galland. xii. 738. 
poris, dans ei totum ordinem esse " I. e. He will continue Man to all 

perfect!," i. e. of existing as a body - eternity. The phrase " indissoluble 

and as animated. Sum. 3. 75. 6. imion " was distinctly admitted by 

*» See on the Tome, 7. CyrD's Antiochene critics ; d.^ialp€ro5 

> Read in the Sixth General Coun- yhp Koi kxi^pi^fros ^ &Kpa tvaxris, 

cil, March 7, 681 (Mansi, xi, 359.) Apol. adv. Orient. 4 (Pusey, p. 290) ; 

1^ See c. ApoUin. i. 10. compare below, c. 5, 14, 15. See on 

* See in c. 10 another anticipative c. ApoUin. i.. 18. Gregory Naz. con- 
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CAroLL. truly acknowledged to have taken place in Him, He the self- 
"* same should be at the same time really acknowledged tb be 
both passible and impassible °. How then could the Word 
being God, become " Christ '' before He became Man ? For 
if the name " Christ'* belongs to the Godhead apart from 
fleshy it must also be applied to the Father and the Holy 
Spirit: and the Passion itself will be common to Them, as 
some P erroneously say. Will you say that God the Word 
Himself, who is impassible and incorporeal, was capable of 
suffering and death, even before He was incarnate and be- 
came man? But how could the Son, who is coessential 
with the Father, and inseparable from Him in regard to 
the Divine Nature, be called passible, whereas He is un- 
changeable and unalterable, unless He had taken from the 
Virgin's womb the entire form ^ of man^s constitution in 
Himself, and become man, that He might alone be man in 
suffering, and unchangeable as being God ? 

3. For therefore also did the anointing take place ; not as 
* if God needed an anointing, nor again as if the anointing 
took place without God, but that God both applied the 
an<^inting, and received it in the body which was recep- 
tive of it '. It is plain then that the Word did not become 
Christ apart from human flesh, by dividing Himself into 
a " show '' of flesh ■ or a " likeness " of soul ; but remain- 
ing what He was *, He took the form of the servant, that 

demning those who say '^ that His holy Arcad. &c. 12, that He was named 

flesh is now laid aside/' Ep. 101. the Christ after He was anointed 

Epiphanius says, Christ's Manhood with the Holy Spirit, (Pusey, p. 169;) 

cannot be put off, Hser. 17 ^ 23. In comp. Expl. 7. Yet in Orat. c. Ari. 

the " Reformatio Legum '' some here- iv. 36 Athan. says that the Word was 

tics are referred to as holding the the ** Chrism ;" and S. Augustine says 

contrary, p. 10. Compare the Second that the anointing took place, not at 

Article of Religion. the baptism, but at the Incarnation, 

» C. Apollin. i. 11. de Trin. xv. 2Q. " Both," says Bp. 

•» Irrespectively of the Incarnation ; Pearson, "may well consist together,** 

see below, c. 14. Exp. Creed, i. 179. 

p The Noetians or Patripassians. ■ See c. Apollin. i. 12. 

1 ElSosisused in Orat. c. Arian. ill. 'This momentous phrase, which 
3, " the form . . . and Godhead of the recurs in c. 1 6, is adopted by Cyril, 
Father:" ib. 6; "the Son is the €?8os "Although He assumed flesh and 
of the Father, the Father's «7$os is in blood, kuX fiffifyriKfifs Sircp ify, 0ehs 
Him:** so too ib. 16. Here it is applied BtjXovSti,** Ep. ad Nest. 3. 3. "Al- 
to the whole of man's nature. though He continued to be what He 

' I. e. when the Holy Spirit de- was,** Explan. 2.. See below, c. 16. 

scended on Him at His baptism, Orat. and cf. c. 7. The phrase became a Ca- 

c. Ari. i. 47 (see note there, Athan. tholic watchword in the West also ; 

Treat, i. 248.) So Cyril Alex, ad see S. Augustine, Serm» 184, (for 
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form not being devoid of a real existence openly manifested 
by means of Passion, and resurrection, and the whole eco- 
nomy, as has been written and made clear. Tell us then, 
how you suppose " God '' to have come into being at Naza- 
reth : for all heretics are wont to say this, as Paul of Samo- 
sata^ acknowledges " God'' from the Virgin, " God,'' seen 
as from Nazareth and as having from thence had the begin- 
ning of His existence and received the beginning of King- 
ship : and he acknowledges in Him a Word " operating '* 
from heaven, and a Wisdom, and. that He existed in pre- 
destination before the ages, but was manifested in actual 
being from Nazareth, so that, as he says, the "God over 
all " might be one, the Father ^. . Such is his impious 
theory. And Marcion and Manichseus say that God has 
come among us through the Virgin, and come forth in- 
tangibly and as being incapable of communication with 
human nature, which had fallen into sin, and was subject 
to the ruler of wickedness y : for that if Christ bad taken 
this nature in Himself, He would both be subject to the 
ruler of wickedness, and would not be free from sin : but 
that He exhibited from Himself at His pleasure' a flesh 
of His own " like to ours," which was seen as having come 
from heaven, and which passed into the heavens, and was 
whole Godhead. Valentinus, again, speaks of suffering as 
common to the Trinity, imagining the flesh to be a part 
of Godhead*. And Arius^ acknowledges flesh alone, in 
order to a concealment of the Godhead, and says that in- 
stead of that inward man which is in us, that is, the soul, 
the Word came to exist in the flesh : — for he dares to as- 
cribe to the Godhead*' the idea of suffering and the resur- 

Christmas Day) '* Eum assumpsisse the " first Sirmian " creed, anath. 5. 
quod nun erat, et permansisse quod y This, with both, was the lord of 

erat :'* Serm. 186, " manens quod matter or principle of evil. As to 

erat." So Card. Newman, Ath. Treat, what ** sin " meant for Manes, and 

ii. 426. ed. 2; ** All that He ever had what interpretation his system g^ve 

continued to be His : what He took to the work of Jesus, see S. Aug. 

on Himself was only an addition," Conf. Lib. Path. p. *622, 
&c. cf. ib. 384. > See Athan. Treat, ii. 297. ed. 2* 

« C. Apollin. i. 20. • See on Epict. 5. 

* That is, that Jesus, as a titular ^ Cp. c. Apoll. i. 15. 
God, might be absolutely separated ^ Not, of course, to the real God- 

from the one true God, the Father, head, but to the supposed created God- 

The notion that He preexisted only in head ascribed by Arians to the Son. 

God*s foreknowledge is condemned in See on Ad Afros, 5. 
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CApoll. rection from Hades. And Sabellius expresses the opinions 
of Paul of Samosata and his followers : for, dreading the 
division invented by Arius ^, he fell into the error which 
destroys (the personal distinctions *.) Now to whom do 
you attach yourselves, or whom do you mean to assist? 
Or are you as the saying is, " of a mixed race ^ '' For by 
disbelieving the " union ^f/^ you have come to terms with 
all the above named heretics : and by denying the " com- 
pleteness V' you have gone the length of destroying, while 
professing to dread ^^ division/' Now as those who di- 
vide are mad, and those who abate are in error, so those 
who destroy are lost: for the Economy^ took place, and 
the truth was manifested, and the grace was attested, as 
real. 

4. Why then do you employ sophistical pretexts ? why 
do you use hypocritical concealment ^, and not say openly 
that he did not *^ become man, having taken the form of the 
fiervant,'^ but that He "was seen as (if) man ?'' This ques- 
tion is suggested by your language, when you repeat, by 
way of pretext, " the same '' and " the same.'' For this 
reason you calumniously attempt to run down the true 
economy, saying, " They call Christ a man who was dei- 
"fied^. And what do they make of the text, In the be* 
^^ ginning was the Word : and. He took the form of a servant y 
** and became man ? It is said to mean either a man who 
" was with God, or a man closely linked to God"*, or a man 

« 

^ " Sabellius " is rhetorically used human nature." Hooker v. 54. 10. 
'for the Sabellians of that period, as * See on the Tome, 7. 
." Arius " for some of the Aiians. ^ Greg. Naz. says that "when they 

« Cf. the Tome, 6. spoke out to their initiated, they hard- 

' Ylii^<pv\oi. Plat. Polit. 291. ly allowed even flesh to the Saviour," 

i The real union of Godhead with Ep. 102. 
a human body and mind : Apollina- ^ The Apollinarians accused the Ca. 

rians, as Athanasius adds, professed tholics of believing in this deification 

to be zealous for a |' union," in their of a man, of being "Man-worship, 

own sense, a " thorough union," arid pers." See on Ep. Epict. 2, Ep. 

accused the Catholics of dividing Adelph. 3. It was what Paul of Sa- 

Christ into two persons. mosata had held; and it was involved 

•• Apollinaris is quoted in Mai, Nova in the theory of Nestorius. So Pro- 

(^ollect. vii. 310, as saying that Christ clus, in his discourse on the Incar- 

was not whole man nor whole God, nation, truly said, " We do not adore 

but a fi€(T6TTii of God and man, as a deified man, but an Incarnate God." 

jspring is a fi€(r6TT)s of winter and sum- Compare Cyril, adv. Nest. i. 2. 
iner. " Apollinarians (have withstood " ivuvKaKiyra. Tliis was what Nes- 

the truth) by maiming and misinter- torius meant by his term (rvydtpfia, 

preting that which belongeth to His the combination or association of two, 
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** who died for the world, and was part of the world, or a 
*^ man not separate from sin, or a man holding sovereignty 
*^over Angels, or a man worshipped by the creation, 
*^or a man who is Lord, as the Apostle says, Paul, a ser- Rom.Ll, 
^^vant of Jesus Christ, or a man crucified, being also Lord 
**of glory, or a man to whom is said. Sit on My right 
^^hand, or a man coming to pronounce judgment/^ This 
is your thick and upsetting potion ^ which you give to men Hab. 2. 
and make them drink. Question then the Jews, so that ^^' 
after hearing from their lips these words uttered against 
Christ and those who have believed on Him, you may 
blush ; and learn too from the other heretics who say and 
think the same things ®. Let us have a full view of the 
dogmas of the heretics, and the conclusions of your own 
*^ intelligence p," and the doctrine of our faith, and the defi- 
nite rule^ of the Gospel, and the preaching of the Apos- 
tles, and the testimony of the prophets, and the general 
view of the economy as fulfilled. 

5. Tell us then, how is it that you say that " God '' came 
into being from Nazareth, affirming with Paul of Samosata 
a sort of beginning of existence for the Godhead, or with 
Marcion and the other heretics denying the nativity of the 
flesh : not walking in a line with the definite teaching of 
the Gospel, but choosing to speak from your own resources? g. joh,! 
For this is your motive for saying, " God was born of the ^' ^^' 
Virgin'," instead of "God and Man,'' according to the 
Gospel definition, that you may not, while acknowledging 
a nativity of flesh, call it " natural %'' and in so speaking 
keep to the truth, but may speak of a " God '' as having 

Persons " linked in amity," Hooker, Socrates uses it, i. 8 ; ii. 10, 20 ; v. 4 ; 

y. 52. 2. As Cyril wrote to bim, Ep. yi. 23. Athanasius speaks of the 

ad Nest. 3. 5, it was quite inade- tpovs of the (Nicene) fathers, de Syn. 

quate. Cf. Explan. 2. 13. So Cyril calls the Nicene Creed 

o See the Tome, Nest. 8. and Ep. the 5/>os of the right faith, Explan. 

Epict. 1 . 1 ; and the Chalcedonian formulary is 

° I. e. '* take warning by finding called tpos, 

that you misrepresent us just as ene- ' He must not he understood to con. 

mies of the faith misrepresent all demn such phrases, '* God was born," 

Ctiristians." but only the exdusiye use of them (cf. 

p They boasted of their intellectual Theodoret, Dial. i. p. 17.). He him- 

depth and yersatility, c. Apollin. i. 13. self repeatedly uses the phrase Theo- 

Cp. Newman, Tracts Theol. and Eccl. tocos, as c. ApoUin. i. 4, 12, 13. Cf. 

p. 263. Hooker y. 53. 4, and see below, c. 13. 

<i '^Opos in this sense is often ap- * See c. Apollin. i. 10, where "na- 

plied to a dogmatic formulary. Thus tural " amounts to '* real." 
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CApoll. been born, and having " shown '' flesh of His own, as if in 
mere appearance ^ For God does not '^ exhibit '^ a begin- 
ning of existence from Nazareth : but He who existed be- 
fore the ages, God the Word, was seen us man from Naza- 
reth, having been born of Mary the Virgin, and the Holy 
Spirit **, in Bethlehem of Judaea, from the seed of David 
and Abraham, and of Adam, as it is written : having taken 
from the Virgin* all that God originally fashioned and 
■ made in order to the constitution of man, yet without sin : 

Heb. 4. as also the Apostle says. In <ill points like to us^ yet without 

**• sin : not " exhibiting '' a conversion of the Godhead y, but 

effecting a renewal of the manhood, according to His own 

Eph. 3. will : so that the Gentiles should be of the same body and 
jointly partakers of Christy as also the Apostle writes : that 
man might be truly God % and God might be truly man^ 
that He might be truly Man and truly God : not that " a 
man was with God,'' as you calumniously say, disparaging 
the mystery * of Christians : but that God, the Only-begot- 
ten, was pleased by the fulness of His Godhead, to set 
up again for Himself, from the Virgin's womb, through 
' a natural birth and an indissoluble union ^, the originally 
V formed man% and (to make) a new handy work, that He 

might perform the business of salvation in men's behalf, 
working out the salvation of men by suffering and death 
and resurrection. 

6. But you say ^, " If He assumed all, then assuredly 
^^ He had human thoughts : but it is impossible that in 
" human thoughts there should not be sin : and how then 
" will Christ be ' without sin ? ' " Tell us then ; If God is 
the maker of thoughts which lead to sin, to God we must 
refer ® His own production : for He came to refer to Him- 

' AoK^oret, see Ep. Epict. 7. &c. '* Man became God/' in the proper 

* C. Apollin. i. 20. sense of such words. See below on c. 7. 
' Ep. Epict. 5. * I. e. the sacred revealed truth, the 
y C. Apollin. i. 3. They represen. *' mystery of godliness " or of true re- 
ted the Catholics as holding this. lig^on. 

* See Card. Newman, Ath. Treat. *» See c. 2 ; comp c. 14. 

ii. 328, ed. 2. " While it be true to say, * *Apxer{nrovy c. Apollin. i. 4. 
*Man is God,' as well as to say, <God ^ See c. Apollin. i. 17. The chap- 
is Man,' it is not true to say, * Man be- ter in the text is cited in the acts of 
came God,' ... as it is true to say,* God the Sixth General Council, Mansi, xi, 
' became Man.' " So S. Tho. Aquin. 361. See on c. ApoU. i. 17. 
Sum. 3. 16.. 7. that we cannot say « Literally, " attach." 
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self what He Himself had made ; but in that case the 
judgment which condemns the sinner will be unjust, for if 
God made thoughts which lead to sin, how can He con- 
demn the sinner ? and how is it possible for any such 
judgment to proceed from God? And if Adam was sub- 
ject to such thoughts before he disobeyed God's com- 
mandment ^, how could he be ignorant of good and evil ? 
He was rational by nature, and free in thought, without 
experience of evil, knowing only what was good, and as it 
were a " solitary ^ " being : but when he disobeyed God's 
commandment, he became subject to thoughts leading to 
sin ; not that- God made the thoughts which were taking 
him captive, but that the devil by deceit sowed them ^ in 
the rational nature of man, which had come into trans- 
gression, and was thrust away from God ; so that the 
devil established in man's nature both a law of sin, and Rom. 7. 

. 23 7 

death as reigning through sinful action; /or this cause^ i^j^^ 
then, did the Son of God come that He might destroy the 3. S. 
works of the devil. But you say, " He destroyed them in 
that He sinned not." But that is not a destruction of 
sin *. For the devil did not originally produce sin in man 
in order that when He came into the world, and sinned 
not, sin might be destroyed : but the devil produced sin 
by sowing it in the rational and intellectual nature of 
man. Therefore it became impossible for that nature, 
being rational, and having sinned voluntarily, and incurred 
condemnation to death, to recall itself to freedom ^ : as the 
Apostle says : What was impossible for the law, in that it Rom. 8. 
was weak through the flesh. Therefore the Son of God ^* 
came to restore it by His own act, in His own nature \ 
by a new beginning and a wondrous "generation : " not by 

' Althougli he was created capable sanctity would have presented to it 

of fallings into sin, he was endowed no point of contact whereby it could 

with full power to withstand it, and have been rescued from the power of 

had in fact been free from it. sin. 

s MovSrpoiros, alluding to Ps. 68 ^ See Athan. de Incam. VerbL 7. 
(liXX. 67) 7. * ^(Tts here, as elsewhere, e. g. 

^ *Eir«nr€{pas, alluding to the pa- c. 10. indicates the Divine Nature of 

rable of the tares. Cp. c. ApoUin. i. Christ, in which He existed as God, 

15, 17. and Ath. Treat, ii. 274, ed. 2. and with which He entered on His 

^ Unless the Son had assumed the redemptive work, super-adding to it a 

inward nature of man, and thereby true humanity. In De Syn. 52. it 

redeemed it, His own simply Divine means His Person. 
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CApoll. making a partition of the original constitution ™, but by 
contradicting that principle of contradiction^ which had 
Isa. 7.16. been " sown in" with it, as the Prophet testifies saying, Be- 
fore the child shall know good or evil. He refuses evil in 
order to choose good. But if sinlessness had not been 
seen in the nature which had sinned ®, how could sin have 
Rom. 8. been condemned in the fleshy when that flesh had no ca- 
pacity for action p, and the Godhead knew not sin ? And 
Rom. 5. why did the Apostle say, Where sin abounded^ grace did 
much more abound, (not as if describing a place, but indi- 
lb. 12. eating a nature) that, he says, as by one man sin entered 
into the world, and death by sin, so by one Man, Jesus 
Christ, might grace reign through righteousness unto eter- 
nal life : so that the nature by which the advance of sin 
took place, might be the very nature ^ through which the 
exhibition of righteousness should take place ; and in this 
way, the works of the devil might be destroyed by the 
emancipation of man's nature from sin, and God might 
be glorified ? 

7. But again you say, *^ If Christ is man. He must be 
a part of the world : and a part of the world cannot save 
the world." What a fallacious notion ! what a blasphe- 
mous absurdity ' ! For let them say from what Scripture 
comes this dictum, or sophism of the devil, since the Pro- 
ps. 49. phet says, A brother redeems not, a man shall redeem •* ; 
48) 8.* ftud elsewhere. And a man was born in her, and the Most 
lb. 87. • High Himself founded her. How then can it be that 
86.) 3.* Christ, who became man, did not save the world ? when 
it is plain indeed that the nature in which sin was gene- 

" I. e. not as if the evil thing, sin, which Christ's Godhead is called His 

which had no place in Him, was part <p\)<ris, the term is also applied to His 

of man's nature, so that He left a part manhood, as in Orat. c. Arian. iii. 53, 

of that nature unassumed. 58. Cp. c. Apollin. i. 12 ; and see be- 

," Literally, "rejecting that rejec- low, c. 11. See Card. Newman, 

tion." The Tempter, he means, had Athan. Treatises, ed. 2, ii. 428, and 

infused into man's soul a disposition Tracts Theol. and Eccl. p. 311. 
to set aside, or abrogate by self-will, ' There is a play of words, Mvoia^ 

the law of God. This disposition was iir^yoia, as if to say, " To have such a 

now itself set aside, or abrogated, by thought in your mind, is to go out of 

the absolute sinlessness of Christ. your mind." 

** Cited in note to Athan. Treatises, ■ Here \vTp^<r§rai AyOpwiros is un. 

L 241. derstood affirmatively, not interroga- 

9 Not being human, having no hu- tively, and the Psalmist's meaning is 

man mind to act through it. misapprehended. So in the Vulgate ; 

1 Here, in the same chapter in but not in Jerome's Psalter. 
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rated is the nature in which the abundance of grace has Rom. 5. 
taken place. Now what is the abundance of grace? It ^'* 
consists in this, that the Word, remaining God *, became 
Man, in order that having become Man, He might be be- 
lieved to be God : as Christ, being Man, is God, because 
being God, He became Man ", and in 'form of man saves 
those who believe. For if thou shall confess vnth thy Rom. lOf. 
mouth the Lord Jesus^ and believe in thy heart that God ' 
raised Him from the dead, thou shall be saved. Now God 
is incapable of being put to death, nor does He need re- 
surrection, but He raises from the dead. Wherefore it 
became necessary that God should have something which ^^^^^^ 
He could offer up for us% either in death or in life: so that 
it is just because the Word became man, that He saved 
us. 

8. But again you say, " But how can the nature which 
had become accustomed to sin, and has received the trans- 
mission y of sin, be without sin ? It is impossible : Christ, 
on that view, will be like one among men.^^ This was 
what Marcion also thought : this was the conclusion which ■ 

Manicheeus also brought forward, placing the flesh and the 
very birth, of man under the sway of the ruler of wicked- 
ness, and entitling him "Potentate':'' since he by whom one 2 S. Pieti 
is overcome is he to whom one is brought into bondage. ^' ^^* 
These are they whose opinions you are reviving, while by 
a different method you give over the intellectual nature 
of man, which is understood to be the soul, and define it 
to be incapable of escaping sin, and have in the plainest 
terms described the soul as "fleshly*,'' on whose authority 
I know not, for this cannot be found in the Holy Scrip- 

* Above, c. 3. 10. that "the limits of humanity" as 
** See Orat. e. Arian. i. 39 ; " It was assumed by Him *' called Him to this 

not that being man, He afterwards function." 

became God : but, being God, He y AiaSoxhy* This transmission is 

afterwards became Man." The Ma- just what the Pelagians denied, 

crostich Creed is quite right in say- * 'E^ovtriaffriiv, The Manicheans 

ing, ** not first man and then God, called " the prince of the kingdom of 

but first God and then becoming man darkness" by various names, one be- 

for us," Ath. de Syn. 26. ing, says Augustine, c. Faust, xx. 9, 

* This bears out the tenth anathe- *'Spiritum potentem." 

matism of Cyril, which insists that * They had associated body and 

the Word Incarnate is Himself (as soul as making up the outward man. 

Man), the High Priest of men. See c. Apollin. i. 13. 
Cyril, Ep. ad Nest. 3. 9 ; and Expl. 



126 TTie Soul not ^^ fleshly ^^^ nor per se sinful. 

C.APOLL. tures, nor in the general sense of men, since the Lord says, 
S. Matt. ^^ ^^^ afraid of them that kill the body, but are not able to 
10. 28, kill the soul. And if the soul is as you say, " fleshly," why 
does it not die and decay with the body ? and again, why 
did Peter call the souls detained in Hades " spirits,'' say- 
1 S. Pet, ii^gj He went to announce the good news of the resurrection 
8, 20. ^Q ffig spirits shut up in prison^. But you apply to every- 
thing the phrase "contrary to nature," in order to avoid 
giving a natural account of the Economy, and so stating 
the truth about the Word, that the Word truly became 
Man. For you have said that it is God's voice that says, 
.Gen. 8. The mind of man is sedulously devoted to evil from youth ; 
21. LXX. iiQ^ understanding that by saying, "from youth/' He in- 
dicated what was "sown in afterwards" and perishable. 
Acts 2. Therefore did the Lord swear a faithful oath unto David, 
30. that of the fruit of his body He would raise up the Christ 

after the flesh : not to be "seen as" a man in consequence of 
a change of Godhead * — for then what need was there for the 
Lord to swear unto David? but as having taken the form 
Gal. 4. 4. of the servant, when He submitted to be born of a woman, 
S. Luke and to grow in stature as we do, as the Apostle says. Since 
Heb^ 2 ^^^^ ^^^ children were partakers of flesh and blood, He also 
14. Himself likewise partook of the same. " Likewise," be- 

cause not from seed, but from the Spirit ; *^ of the same," 
because not from any other source, but from the seed of 
David, and of Abraham, and of Adam, as it is written. 

9. Why then, passing by the Holy Scriptures, and the 
manifestation of the truth, do you say, " If He was not of 
" His own will seen as a man % but took human existence ® 
.*^ and became man, then He was combined ^ with a man, 

* A very "lax" quotation. Com- Theodoret answers, The likeness was 

pare Cyril Alex, de Recta Fide ad dependent on the form, which, in 

Theodos. 22, (Pusey, p. 70.) "while regard to man, as to God, implies 

He preached to the souls in Hades, nature. Dial. i. p, 42. 

He had a gcarment of His own, that <^ *' Tirap^iv used, as in ad Afros 4, for 

soul which was united to Him." iTrSffTcuris or ob<ria, 

*^ I.e. a " conversion of Godhead ' :Zvtrfi(f>0fi, see above, on c. 4. ' So 

into flesh," in consequence of which Apullinaris said, " ff God avv4\ipdii 

He would look like a man, although with a man, then there are two, one 

His Manhood was not real, &c. Son by nature, the other by adoption" 

** I.e. "if He did not merely, by (dcri^s,) Greg. Nyss. Antirrhet. 42. 
an act of the will, exhibit Himself in Nestorius in effect admitted this- con- 
Che likeness of man ;" and see below, elusion, Cyril adv. Nest. i. 2. compar- 
c. \3t. They insisted on Phil. 2. 7. ed witli ii. 8. Athan. says in Orat. 
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*'and then also the Lord of glory, who was crucified, must ' 

" be a man/' If then you listen to Peter when he says. 
This Jesusy whom ye crucified^ hath God made Christ and Aci»2w 
Lordy to what do you refer the " making ? " If to the ^^' 
Godhead of the Word, why do you still blame Arians, when 
you think as they do « ? If to that form of the servant 
which existed in the Word, why do you contradict your- 
selves ? But this is not your belief, for you say again, *^ If 
" the nature which had sinned did not sin when it came to 
** exist in God, it must needs have been constrained, by 
*^ necessity ; but what is constrained by necessity is under 
'^ duress.'' Tell us then : if the condition of not sinning is 
produced by necessity, then to sin is according to nature ; 
therefore you must grant that the Maker of nature is a 
producer of sin. But if such a statement is blasphemous, 
and sinning happens by virtue of necessity \ it is clear 
that not to sin is according to nature. Therefore it is not 
by necessity, but by nature and power, that the form of 
the servant which was seen in the Godhead of the Word 
exhibits its sinlessness, having broken through the barrier 
of necessity, and the law of sin, and having led away cap- Rom. 7. 
tive the tyrannical author of captivity, as the prophet says, ^^* 
Thou art gone up on high. Thou hast led captivity captive. Ps. 68. 
For the Word, putting for^trard the form of the servant ^^» ^^* 
against the enemy, won the victory through that which 
had once been defeated. Therefore also Jesus went com- 
pletely through every form of temptation, because He 
assumed all those things that had had experience of temp- 
tation \ and by them won the victory in men's behalf, say- 

iv. 6, "The Word (Tvvi\<pBii to us." as accused Augustine of denying it, and 

Greg. Naz. uses iTvvri<pBai in Ep. 101. so of reproducing Manicheism, see 

but their contexts sliow that they held S.Aug, c. duas Epist. Pelag. ii. 2. 

the personal oneness. Athanasius' language gives them 

fl^ See Orat. c. Arian. 11. 11. no countenance; on the contrary, 

*> He uses "necessity" here for a they could not have accepted his 

constraining force, overbearing the teaching about " the law of sin." 

operations of " nature ;" and such a When he says, " Not to sin is accord- 

power he recognises in the propensity ing to nature," he means, " it is the 

to evil superinduced on man's original normal state of man, which was set 

*^ constitution" by the Fall, see De aside by the Fall." 
Incarnatione Verbi, 7. The point • I. e. both body and mind. But 

here argued is, '* Sin is not of the es- in assuming them. He did not incur 

sence of manhood." The Pelagians "peccability:" there was in Him no 

took it up in a perverted form, and "concupiscence" (see Mozley, quo- 



128 The Word became Man to save men. 

CApoll. ing, Be of good cheer, I have overcome the world. For 
S.Juhn i* was not with the Godhead, which he knew not^, that 
16. 33. the devil engaged in warfare, for he would not have ven- 
s. Matt, tured on this ; (therefore he said, If Thou art the Son of 
God J J but with man, whom he had long before been able 
to seduce, and from that time had directed against all men 
the operations of his wickedness. And since Adam's soul 
was detained under sentence of death, and was continually 
crying out to its Lord, and those who had been well- 
pleasing to God, and had been justified by the natural 
law \ were detained with Adam, and were mourning and 
crying out with him, God, taking pity on man whom He 
had made", was pleased through the revelation of a mystery 
to work out a new salvation for the race of men, and to 
Wisd. 2. eflfect the overthrow of the enemy, who through envy had 
*^* deceived them, and to exhibit an incalculable exaltation 

of man by his union and communion with the Most High 
^ in nature " and truth. 

10. Therefore the Word, being God, and the Maker of 
the first man, came that He might become Man, in order 
to give life to man, and to overthrow the unrighteous 
enemy, and was born of a woman, having restored in 
Himself the form of man as at first created**, by an " exhi- 
bition " of flesh without carnal desires and human thoughts, 
as a representative of renewal. For the will belonged to 
the Godhead only p, since the whole nature of the Word 

ted above, p. 109) *' no trace of ori. iicras irdKiv rh y4vos rh kvOp^vivoVy 

ginal sin, and no affinity with evil," speakingc of the g^t of the knowledg^e 

Hutchingfs, Mystery of the Temp- of God. 

tation, p. 116. These were exclu- " ^^oref here means "in reality:" 

ded by the relation of His Manhood c. Apollin. i. 16, 17. and cp. ib. 7. 
to His Person. Yet that Manhood *» Literally, "from the first forma- 

could feel, very intensely, cravings tion." See c. 5. 
both physical and moral, innocent in p See this in Newman's Tracts 

themselves, as to which the question Theol. and Eccles. p. 329 ; comp. 

would arise. Could they not be gra- Ath. Treat, ii. 332, ed. 2. The 

tified without prejudice to the law of Monothelite Macarius - adduced this 

obedience? There could not, even for passage in the eighth sitting of the 

a moment, be a question of gratifying Sixth (Ecumenical Council, Mansi, 

them in conscious opposition to that xi. 364 : but, it was remarked, with, 

law. See Hutching^, pp. 121 — 140. out the context as to the whole of 

^ Compare S. Ignatius, Ephes. 19. the first Adam being assumed by the 

Mill on the Temptation, p. 63. second. The desires or thoughts ex. 

1 See Rom. 2. 14. Compare Ori- eluded by Athanasius from the Man. 

gen c. Cels. v. 37. hood of Christ are such as are sinful. 

"* So in De Incarn. Verbi, 11. i\f- Compare c. Apollin. i. 17. An actual 
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(was present) under the exhibition of the human form and 
visible flesh of the second Adam, not by a division of per- 
sons^, but by the real existence of Godhead and Manhood. 
For on this account did the devil draw near to Jesus, as 
to a man, but not finding in Him a token of the old " seed 
sown^' in man, nor any success of his immediate attempt, 
he was defeated, and gave way in confusion, and being en- 
feebled, said. Who is this that cometh from Edom^ that is. 63. 
is, from the land of men ', walking with force and strength ? 
Therefore also the Lord said, The prince of this world com- g, jojjn 
ethy and findeth nothing in Me. And yet we are taught 14.30. 
that the Second Adam had both a soul, and a body, and 
the whole of the first Adam. For if the word "nothing*^ 
had referred to the real being of man, how came he to find 

denial of a human will in Christ would had found during the Council's sit- 
have been out of place in an argument tings. Part of the passage — " It was 
against the Apolllnarians, who put necessary that the will of the flesh 
that denial into a pointed form ; see should be moved, but should be sub- 
Apollinaris quoted by Greg. Nyss. jected to the Divine Will ; " and 
Antirrhet. 31 . In the De Incar. et c. ** calling the will of the flesh His own, 
Arian.c. 21, ascribed, but improbably, for the flesh became His own," was 
to Athanasius, there is an express embodied in the dogmatic formulary 
assertion of two wills, one human, of the Council, Mansi,xi. 637. If the 
the other Divine, the human depre- text were to be pressed strictly against 
eating suffering, the Divine reajAj a human will in Christ, a contradic- 
for it. This passage was read in the tion would follow at once, for it as- 
ninth sitting of the Council as Atha- cribes to Christ the "form of man ;** - 
nasian, Mansi, xi. 381 : again in the but this has been defined above, c. 1, 
tenth sitting, ib. xi. 400. Another to mean the whole intellectual con- 
passage of Athanasius, professing to stitution of man, and He possessed the 
be a comment on *'Nowis my soul whole of the first Adam: and the 
troubled," was read in the fourteenth context has urged that Christ took 
sitting, ib. xi. 597; and clearly assert- in a sinless state "the nature which 
ed two Wills, one Divine, the other had sinned ;" but that nature must 
human, the latter being that which have included a will, of which sin was 
Christ calls His own in S. John 6. 38, the misuse. What Athanasius means . 
the former inseparable from the Will to assert is, that Christ had not "the 
of God, for whereas all men have law of sin," cf. c. Apollin. i. 7, and 
more or less " wrenched themselves that all His volitions were absolutely 
away from the will of God, in Christ in accordance with the will of God. 
alone was preserved the inseparable- "A twofold* voluntas' is quite compa- 
ness of the will," (The absolute iden- tible with a single * volitio,*" Klee, 
tity of the Divine will of the Son with quoted by liddon, Bamp. Lect. p. 263. 
that of the Father is strongly accen- i See c. 2. and c. Apollin. i. 11. 
tuated.) This passage was quoted by Athanasius seems to mean, Not that 
three Cypriot bishops, who said that there are two Persons, God the Word 
the tract whence it was taken existed and a human Jesus, but that Godhead 
entire in their country as part of the and Manhood did really exist in the 
contents of " the book of S. Athana- one Person of the Saviour. Compare 
sius;" but they had also found the the Quicunque, v. 34. 
same tract, on "Now is my soul trou- ' Is there a confusion of Edom with 
bled," — in a very old MS. of difierent Adam ? 
Homilies of Athanasius, which they 
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132 Christ suffered as Man^ not as God. 

CApoll. Name to a condition of suffering ? degrading to that con- 
dition, and acknowledging as risen again, the undivided 
Nature, the ineffable Godhead, the unchangeable and un- 
utterable coessentiality ? For if the Word, having made 
flesh, by a change, out of Himself^, went so far as to suffer 
without having taken on Himself anything passible or 
capable of resurrection, then it must be He Himself that 
sufiered and rose again from the dead: and the Passion 
must have been, as Valentinus thought % common to the 
whole Trinity, since the Word in regard to the Divine na- 
ture is inseparable ^ from the Father. But if you choose 
to think thus of these things, what becomes of the promise 
of the prophets, or the genealogy of the Evangelists, or 
the testimony of the mart3rrs, or the mention of Mary the 
Mother^, or the growth in stature, or the exhibition of His 
eating food, or the indication of the universal sympathy \ 
1 Tim. 2. or the application of the Name, or such phrases as — " the 
^' Son of God became Son of Man,'^ or the Man Jesus Christy 

S. Mark ^^^ ^ave Himself a ransom for us," or the Son of Man 
8*3l« must suffer many things and be killed, and the thitd day 
rise again from the dead? But if you do not believe that 
Christ was passible because He was man, yet impassible 
because He was God, but, when driven into a corner, 
argue, that if you confess Christ to be God and Man, you 
will be saying, ^^ Not one, but two V you must necessarily 
either (like Marcion and the rest of the heretics) call the 
economy of the Passion and the Death and Resurrection a 
mere appearance ^ ; or like Arius ^ and his followers, call 
the Godhead of the Word passible. 

13. For if™, while reading the Divine Scriptures, you 
have observed how, in the law and prophets, and the Gos- 
pels, and the Apostles' writings, everywhere they first call 

term, while urging the ideas which ' So in Orat. Ari. iii. 16, 4. 

it represents : see Athan. Treatises, ^ Cf. Epict. 4. 

ed. 2. ii. 56 ; " In liis three orations ^ Observe this reference to such a 

he hardly names the Homoousion, text as Heb. 4. ]5, the force of wliich 

though the doctrine which it upholds was annulled by Apollinarianism. 

is never out of his thoughts." * See c. ApoUin. i. 1], 21. Enty. 

^ I. e. a body of Divine substance, chians made the like objection. Theod. 

« Valentinus is often rather loosely Dial. i. and iii. 

referred to. Here the allusion seems ^ Ac^Kijtriv. 

to be to the Valentinian myth, as to . ^ C. 3, and c. Apollin. i. 15. 

Achamoth and her sufferings, see °* The sentence is unfinished. 
Mansel's Gnostic Heresies, p. 184. 
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the Lord " Man," and then mention His Passion, in order 
that they may not utter at any time a blasphemous word 
against the Godhead ; therefore they have neither spoken 
of the "generation " of the Godhead of the Word, but ac- 
knowledge a Father, and proclaim the Son, and reckon 
Christ in His descent from Mary, as Son of David and of >/ 
Joseph according to the flesh, by the assumption of the 
form of the servant, in order that His humanity may be 
believed to be from men, and He may be acknowledged as 
God the Word from God the Father, bearing the suffer- 
ings that He bore on behalf of men in the passible form re- 
ceived from men, exhibiting His impassibility in the body 
which suffered. His immortality in that which died, His 
incorruption in that which was buried. His victory in that 
which had been tempted. His newness in that which had 
waxed old, — because our old man was crucified with Him ; Rom. 6. 
for in this consists the grace ; and nowhere does Godhead 
admit suffering apart from a suffering body, nor exhibit 
disturbance and distress apart from a distressed and dis- 
turbed soul: nor does it feel heaviness, and pray, apart 
from a mind that is in heaviness and praying. But indeed, 
although what has been mentioned did not happen through 
any failure of nature ", yet what took place was so done as 
to indicate real existence. Why then have you written 
that it is " God that suffered and rose ^ again through 
flesh ? " for if it is God that suffered and rose again 
through flesh, you must call the Father also, and the Pa- 
raclete, passible, since Their Name is one, and the Divine 
nature is one ^ 

14. But from this expression one can perceive your drift 
to be that of men who do not fear God, nor obey the Di- 
vine Scriptures. For Moses writes about God, Our God Deut. 4. 
is a consuming fire, but about His coming among us in 
flesh, he speaks of the Lord as about to raise up a Prophet lb. 18. 18. 
from among your brethren, and of life as hanging on the lb.28.28^ 
tree p, as it were the Body of the Lord, given to be unto 

° I. e. of the Divine Nature. plidned use of the assertion quoted. 

® If pressed rigorously, this would For its truth when explained (as re- 
tell against his own use of such peatedly by S. Cyril), see Hooker v. 
phrases 'as "God*s Mother*' and 53. 4. Cf. above on c. II. 
** God's Body." He must be under- p Here he attaches " on the tree " 
stood as deprecating the naked unex- by way ei gloss (and with reference to 
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C.Apoll. life for us^: and Isaiah loudly proclaims concerning God, 
Isa. 40. ^^^ ^^^ great % the eternal. He who constructed the ex^ 
28. tremities of the earth, will not hunger nor be weary, and so 

lb. 53. 3. on : but about the Passion, A man under a stroke, and 
knowing how to bear infirmity. And what is the meaning 
of " knowing how to bear infirmity ? '' It means that by 
that which suffered, that which was capable of suffering 
lb. 8. 1. was exhibited. For on this account also He saith. Write 
with the pen of a man in the new volume % and not of 
flesh without form*. And the Apostle also says, (The) 
1 Tim. 2. Man Christ Jesus who gave Himself. Therefore also to 
' ' the phrase, of the seed of David, he adds a mention of 
Rom. 1. the resurrection, using the phrase according to the flesh ; 
Heb.4.2. b^* of ^^^ Godhead he says. For the Word of God is living 
and active, and sharper than any two-edged sword. And 
the Lord also refers the Passion to the Son of Man, indi- 
cating that it is according to the flesh : but of His Godhead 
S.John He savs, / and the Father are one^, and. No one knoweth 

10 30 * 

S.iiuke ^^^ ^^^ ^^^ ** *^^ ^^^ Father only^. And nowhere have 
10. 22. the Scriptures conveyed to us any invention of " blood of 
God'' apart from fleshy, or of God having suffered, and 
risen again " through flesh." These are the audacious say- 
ings of Arians, since they do not acknowledge the Son of 
God to be Very God *. But the Holy Scriptures speak 
plainly of " blood '' and " suffering " as in the flesh of God, 
and belonging to the flesh qf God made Man, and of a 

.Gal. 3. 13.) to the LXX. tarai ri C^ii ' See f addon, Bamp. Lect. p. 251, 

ffov Kpefiafieyrfi Deut. 28. 66. This on the whole of this text. " The Soii 

strange piece of mTsticism is found in alone has a f rue knowledge of the 

de Incarn. Verbi, 35, and elsewhere, Father." 

see Athan. Treat, ii. 302. r Hence it is argued that Athana- 

<> Els (ot^v rifiiu yfvofi4vov, Proba- sius did not read Btov in Acts 20. 28. 

bly a reference to some such liturgic But what he says is, Scripture does 

prayer as that in S. Mark's liturgy, not attribute " blood " to " God " dixa 

" Make the bread the Body . . and the trapKhs, (see c. 2.) i. e. without refe- 

cup the Blood , . ,tua ycvavrat iraatv rence to the Incarnation, or, except 

7jn7v . . . €15 Kotvuviav . . . fw^s," to the Son as having become Man : 

Hammond, Liturgies East, and West, and the received text there implies 

p. 188. such a reference, for the "purchasing 

' "The great" is not in LXX. of the Church " is a result of the In- 

This text is cited as referring to the carnation. See Scrivener, Introd. to 

Son's Divinity, Orat. c. An. i. 12. Crit. N.T. p. 446. Comp. Cyril 

• T6fup, LXX. Alex. adTheodos. 39. (Pusey, p. 132.) 

* *Afi6p<poVf cf. c. 1. He means, not " although after the union He be not 
of flcKh without a souL thought of Sixa <rapK6s,** 

" See ad Afros, 7» . . ' See c. 3 ; and c. Apoll. i. 15.. 
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resurrection of God's body % a resurrection from the dead. 
But you say the very contrary, as if you were wiser than 
the Apostles, and more spiritual than the Prophets, and 
had better right to speak than the Evangelists, or even 
higher authority than the Lord, while by language falsely 
called reverential ^ you deny the truth, and speak against 
the Godhead, whereas the economy was plainly exhibited 
on the Cross, and His flesh was proved to exist by the 
effusion of blood : when a voice was uttered, and soul was 
indicated, not manifesting any severance of Godhead, but 
indicating the putting to death of the body ; for the God- 
head did not desert the body in the sepulchre, nor was the 
soul separated from it in Hades °. For this is the meaning 
of what was said by the mouth of the Prophets, Thou shalt Ps. 16. 
not leave my soul in Hades, nor wilt Thou give Thy Holy One ' 
to see corruption. Therefore also the Lord said. No one S. John 
taketh it from Me, but I lay it down of Myself, that is, " I ' * 
bfing present, declare this." 

15. Therefore by the soul of God the grasp of death 
was loosened, and the resurrection from Hades was eflfect- 
ed, and was announced as good tidings to the souls : and 
in the body of Christ corruption was annulled, and in- 
corruption was displayed from the sepulchre^. So that 
neither was Man ^ separated from God, nor did God an- 
nounce that He would abandon Man, nor was the dying, 

* C. Apoll. i. 10, 18: Ep. Adelph.3. nasian teaching in the words, '* I 

^ Apollinarianism began in a mis- verily believe that His Divinity was 

taken reverence, a onesided zeal for not separated from His Humanity, 

the dignity of our Lord. See Athan. no, not for a single hour, nor for the 

Treat, ii. 147, ed. 2. And cf. c. Apol- twinkling of an eye." Hammond, 

lin. i. 9. So Nestorianism regarded Liturgies, p. 229. See Pearson on 

an actual Incarnation as unworthy of Creed, ii. 328, ** Capreolus, bishop of 

God ; "he shrank from confessing Carthage, writing against the Nesto- 

the condescension of God, that He rians, proveth that the soul of Christ 

did not abhor the Virgin's womb." was united to His Divinity when it 

Dr. Pusey's Sermons on Faith, p. 61 : descended into hell." 

compare Cyril Apol. adv. Theod. 10. ^ See de Incam. Verbi, 9. 

So in Ep. ad Nest. 2. he alludes to ^ "AvOpwrros here, as elsewhere in 

those who reject the personal union Athan. (as c. 19, and specially in 

as oLKaWrj. Orat. iv.) and other Fathers, is used 

<: Compare c. 1, 5 : c. Apollin. i. 18. for avOpwirSrris or manhood. There is a 

See the Coptic Tiiturgy of S. Basil : its similar use of **homo," beginning 

confession of faith, (made bythecele- with Tertullian, and going down to 

brant, holding three particles of the Leo. The Greek use is well illustra- 

Holy Sacrament in his elevated right ted by Clem. Alex. Strom, iv. 3. 75, 

hand,) has some traces of Monophy- " The martyr resigning cheerfully 

sitism, but does not go beyond Atha- rhy fti^pwiroy," i. e. his human life. 
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CApoll. and the departure of the spirit, a withdrawal of God from 
the body, but a separation of soul from body : for therein 
was our death described. But if God was separated from 
the body, and its death was exhibited under that condition, 
how was it that the body, when separated from the incor- 
ruptible God, could exhibit incorruption ? and how did 
the Word also make His entrance into Hades? or how 
did He exhibit His resurrection from Hades? Did He 
Himself rise again in place of the soul that is ours, so as 
to construct a mere likeness of our resurrection ? Nay, 
how is it possible to imagine this of God ? Your state- 
ment ^, then, is out of harmony with the holy Scriptures, 
and your opinion is incongruous with the economy that 
p8,110. was fulfilled. And the words. Sit on My right hand, do 
1' not express the dignity of a man, but of God : but since 

the dignity of God has become the dignity of Man, there- 
fore in order that the dignity of Man might be believed 
to be the dignity of God, it is said. Sit on My right hand, 
S. John and. Glorify Me^ Father ^ tvith the eternal glory s. He 
• ' does not say this as if He was separated from that glory, 
but as having come to exist in a body that was not glo- 
rious, that He might exhibit the form of the servant as 
not separate from the Divine glory, but as showing it 
lb. 12. forth. Therefore it is said. And I have glorified it, and I 
^^* will glorify it again, signifying that the glory which exist- 

ed prior to the body was one with that which dwelt in the 
Heb. 1. body, as the Apostle says. Having become so far superior 
^» ^* to the Angelsy as He hath inherited a more excellent name 
than they ^. For unto which of the Angels said He at any 
timCf Sit on My right hand I Assuredly the Word, who is 
the Maker of the Angels, did not become inferior to them 
as if He had been inferior, but by exhibiting that form 
of the servant, which had risen up in Him, as superior 
to the Angels, or indeed to the whole creation: since. 
Col. 1. being the Image of the invisible Gody He hQCd^mQ firstborn 
of all the creation^, as it is also written in the Gospels, 

' literally, definition, ^os. Word (1) by entering into relations 

» A lax quotation. with the creation in its first origin, 

^ On this text see e. Apollin. i. 12. and (2) by His action as its spiritual 

* Athanasius, Orat. c. Arian. ii. 62, Restorer, became the "brother** or 

explains this text to mean, that the representative of " many." 



15. 
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Until she brought forth her firstborn Son. Therefore also s. Mati^ 
in Him were all things created^ and in Him the Passion ^^ ^• 
took place, and He is the Deliverer from suffering and 
death, and through Him all things came into being, and Col. 1. 
He is the Head of the body, the Churchy who is firstborn ^^> ^^* 
from the dead, that He Himself y it is written, might become 
pre-eminent in all things. 

16. In what sense then, according to you, did the 
Word, who is the Maker of all rational natures, having 
united flesh to Himself, become rational man, and how^ 
being unchangeable and unalterable, did He become man, 
if it was not** by constituting the form of the servant 
so as to be endued with reason, so that the Word^ might 
be unchangeable, remaining what He was, °* and also the 
man, being God, might be seen on earth as rational ? For 
the Lord is *^ Heavenly Man,^^ not by having exhibited His 
flesh as from heaven, but by having bestowed a heavenly 
condition on that flesh, which was derived from earth ". 
Therefore also, as is the Heavenly OnCy such are they that l Cor. 
are heavenly y by their partaking of His holiness. Therefore 
also, the attributes of the body were appropriated by Him °. 
But you say again, " How was it that they crucified the lb. 2. 8. 
Lord of glory p, and yet in your view did not crucify the 
Word ? *^ God forbid ! on the contrary, they set at nought 
the Word, when they nailed to the Cross the body of the 
Word *>. For it was God who was set at nought, but it was 
the soul and flesh of God that went through suffering and 
death, and resurrection. Therefore the Lord said to the 
Jews, Destroy this templcy and in three days I will raise it s. Johu 
up : as the prophet says. Because His soul was delivered ^' l^* 
unto deathy and not the Word Himself; and John says, 12.LXX. 
He laid down His soul for us. How then were the Jews l^i'g*'^'* 
able to destroy the temple of God, and to break up the in- 

^ Literally, ** and not having con- Epict. 6. So Cjril, Ep. ad Nest. 3. 

stituted *' &c. c. 6; and again in liis Scholia, 36, 

^ Here we have \oyiKijv, Ii6yos, ** God appropriates the tilings that 

\oyiK6s, belong to man, bj the Union ; " and 

"^ M4ywv S ^y. See c. 3. Quod unus sit Christus, (Pusey, 

" So Greg. Naz. explains this text p. 405.) 

as relating to r^y vphs rhv ovpdtftoy p On this text, see on Ep. Max. 1 . 

€vw(riv, Epist. 101. . i See above, c. 14, and c. Apollin. 

" 'HKefwrau See note on Ep. i. 10, 18. 
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GJlpoLL. dissoluble union ' of the flesh with the Word, if, as you 
"• hold, this was the way in which the process of dying took 
place ? For the body would not have become dead, if it 
had not been separated from something. For if no disso- 
lution took place, neither did death : and if no death took 
place, neither did resurrection. Grant, then, the dissolu- 
tion, and the separation from the body which took place, 
S. Luke as it is written in the Gospels that He breathed His last. 
If John ^^^ ^^^^ ^^ bowed His head, and gave up His spirit ; that 
19. 30. we may see what sort of spirit you suppose to have depart- 
ed from the body, and how the dying took place. For you 
have said, *^ The Word, having united • to Himself a flesh 
which had no subsistence*, exhibited the truly rational 
and perfect man/^ If then it was the Word that departed 
from the body, and this was the mode in which the dying 
took place, the Jews did prevail against God by dissolving 
the indissoluble union. Consequently, it was not the death 
that is ours that there took place, if the dying of the body 
took place after God was parted from it. And how could 
the body, thus parted from the incorruptible God, con- 
tinue un corrupt ? On this view, the wounding will indeed 
belong to the body, but the Passion to the Word. For on 
this account you even speak of God as having suffered % 
using language in consistence with yourselves, or rather in 
harmony with the Arians, for this is what they assert^. 

' 'XxryKpoxTiv is here used not for mix- used without the sense of fusion, in 

ture or fusion, but simply for union, Ireneeus, iii. 19. 1. Cp. TertuU. Apol. 

as Greg. Naz. uses it in Ep. 101. 10. 21, (Homo Deo mixtus) and ady. 

So Origen uses i.uaKpdo'et in c. Cels. Marc. ii. 27 ; and note in Tertull. Lib. 

iii. 41 ; and Gregory Nyssen speaks of Fath. p. 48 ; Cyprian, de Idol. Vani- 

the Son as 6.vaKipvdfifuov with our tate. 11. and Augustine, Epist. 137, 

nature, Catechet. 27 ; and Greg. Naz. s. 11. Theodoret gives instances in 

strikingly, *' Pres(erve the whole of which things are said to be in this 

man, koX id^ov r^v dfSrriray** Ep. 101. sense commingled without being con. 

Cyril Alex, explains that some Fathers founded. Dial. ii. p. 115. In some 

used the term Kpaots laxly, not in the passages quoted by Theodoret, Dial, 

sense of ivdxvffts, as when liquids are ii. p. 170. ApoUinaris himself repudi- 

blended with each other : " I relieve ates the idea of any actual change or 

you (Nestorians) of that apprehen- fusion as wrought by the Union. For 

sion : that was not in their minds, they the ** indissolubleness," see c. 2. 

were only anxious to express rhv fts " 'Zvynepdaas, see above. 

&Kpoy €tfw(riv" a.dy» Nest. i. 3. (Pusey, * *Av\m6ararov. c. Apollin. i. 21. 

p. 72.) M/f ts is described by Gregory The flesh thus thought of, was not 

Nyssen, Antirrhet. 5 1 , as the union real human flesh. See on Tome, 6. 

of things which are by nature diverse. " Comp. c. 1 1 . 

Misceo and commisceo are similarly ' Comp. ell, 14. 



and was present in Hades. 139 

And moreover, according to you, it will be the Word who 
was raised up by resurrection. For it must needs be that 
some one received power to begin the resurrection from 
the dead, in order that the resurrection and dissolution of 
death, and the release of the spirits there detained ^, might 
be perfect. 

17. But if it was the Word who suffered this, then what 
became of His unchangeableness and unalterableness? And 
why was the Word, when seen without a veil in Hades % 
accounted as man in death? And why did the Lord say to 
the Jews, " I will raise it up,'* and not, ** I will rise again 
from Hades*?'' for if the Word, on becoming dead, was in 
need of some one to raise Him from death, the victory will 
not belong to Him, but to the person who raised Him up. 
And again, why did He utter through the Prophets predic- 
tions about His soul ? Why did the Lord, when He came, 
say, in fulfilment of the promise, / lay down my soul for S. John 
My sheep ^, — that soul which the Holy Scriptures clearly * * 
represent as being a spirit®? and the Lord moreover spoke 
of the body as being killed by men who yet were not able S. Matt. 
to kill the soul, because it was a spirit. It was the spirit g/j^hn 
in which Jesus was troubled : it was the *^ spirit " that de- 13. 21. 
parted from the body on the cross. And by this means 
the body became dead, and its dissolution took place, while 
God the Word remained unchangeably both with the body 
and with the soul, and with Himself who was in the bosom 
of the Father, so as to exhibit unchangeableness \ And 
in that form which is ours, and which belonged to Him, 
He there depicted the death which is ours, in order that 
in it He might also arrange the resurrection which should 
take place on our behalf : by exhibiting His soul on re- 
turning from Hades, and His body from the sepulchre, that 
in death He might overthrow death ® by the exhibition- of 
a soul, and in the grave might abolish corruption by the 
burial of a body; exhibiting immortality and incorruption 

y Here conies in the idea of a release i. 1 7, 18. 

of souls from Hades as effected by our * But He did say, « He shall rise 

liord's ** Descent.*' See Pearson on agun," meaning* Himself. 

Creed, ii. 334. ^ See c. Apollin. i. 14. 

' I. e. on the Apollinarian theory, ' G. Apollin. i. 16. 

His Godhead was present in Hades <* Above, c. 14. 

unveiled by a human soul. c. Apollin. * See our Easter npeface. 
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CApoll. from Hades and from the grave; having traversed our path 
in that form which is ours^ and unloosed that hold which 
pressed heavily upon us. And herein lay the wonder : for 
in this the grace was bestowed. But you, who acknow- 
ledge flesh only, are unable to prove either the condemna- 
tion of sin, or the overthrow of death, or the con^pletion of 
resurrection, or the unchangeableness of the Word ; because 
you have gone outside the Holy Scriptures ^, uttering the 
sophisms of Arians, although the mention of a "souP* 
occurs plainly in Holy Scriptures, and the economy was 
fulfilled with an exhibition of all that could fulfil and 
complete it. 

18* But some heretics, while they acknowledge Him 
who was seen, disbelieve in His Godhead^: and others, 
acknowledging Him as God, deny His Nativity in flesh : 
and others, acknowledging His flesh as well as Godhead^ 
deny the presence of His soul, and have become like to the 
frenzied children of the Arians, who fasten together knotty 
and crooked propositions ^ in order that by dint of these 
they may raise doubts, and get hold of simple people, while 
they themselves are in doubt about the faith. In like man- 
ner also they have learned to say, " Who is He that was 
born of Mary ? is He God or man ^ ? '^ and then if any one 
says, "Man,** he may be led to disbelieve in His Godhead, 
and agree with those heretics who have disbelieved in it : 
or, if he says, " God,** he will deny His Nativity in flesh, 
and be led away with those heretics who deny it. And 
then again they ask, "Who is He that suffered? is He God 
or man?** so that if one answers "God,** he may utter a 
blasphemous word, like the impious Arians; and if he says 

' Here, as in c. 19, the Apollinarians i. 1 6. S. HUary says, " He knows no- 
are rebuked for indulginpf iu unwar- thing whatever of his own life who 
ranted speculations. Cf. c. ApoUin. knows not Christ Jesus to l)e true Man 
i. 13. even as He is true God," de Trin. ix. 

K As the Photbians, in effect: and 3. Proclus says emphatically that "of 

more openly the Artemonites. necessity He, the same, is both God 

*» See Orat. c. Arian. i. 22 ; com- and man . . . Christ is in very truth 

pare Newman in Athan. Treatises ii. man, but He became such when be- 

23, ed. 2, and Arians, p. 29 ff. fore He had been simply God ; for as 

* That is, the suggestion of a &lse He is God, not created, so is He, the 

antithesis may impel men in either of same, also man not in mere sem- 

two wrong directions. Athanasius of blance ** (i. e. really God and really 

course would have them answer. He is man.) Tom. ad Armenos, Mansi, v. 

truly God and truly Man, c. 2, c. Apoll. 432. 
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*^ Man," he may on the contrary be speaking according to 
Jewish sentiments. Therefore the Holy Scriptures affirm 
the Word to be ineffably God from the Father, and to have 
Himself become man from the Virgin in the last times : ^ 
that neither " God " may be disbelieved, nor the birth in 
flesh be denied. But where there is the name of " flesh," 
there is the orderly form of our whole constitution \ but 
without sin. And they connect the Passion with the name 
of man, and do not go further, as it is written in the Holy 
Scriptures : bnt conceiving the Godhead of the Word, 
they acknowledge its unchangeableness and ineflableness. 
Therefore the "Word" is spoken of as Divine^, but the 
" Man " is the subject of a genealogy ; in order that the 
selfsame might naturally and truly appear in both aspects:"* 
as "God," in reference to the eternity of Godhead and 
to the Authorship of creation ; as " Man,^' in reference to 
His birth from a woman, and His increase in stature: 
" God," in connection with His life-giving operations, and 
as mighty in wonderful works : "Man,^' in connection with 
His feelings corresponding to our own, and His partici- 
pation in our infirmities ; " God the Word," in the exhibi- 
tion of His immortality and incorruption and unchange- 
ableness : "Man," as His being nailed to the Cross, and in 
the flowing of blood, and the burial of His body, and the 
descent into Hades, and the resurrection from the dead. 
Thus was Christ raised from the dead, and being God, He 
raises up the dead. 

19. Foolish then are those who attribute the Passion to 
His Godhead, or who disbelieve His Incarnation, or who 
call the one "two," or who attempt to make a precise des- 
cription" of "His flesh," and venture to say, "how much," 
or "how," beyond the Scriptures °. For by such notions 
have the minds of heretics lost their footing. Marcion 
lapsed through excess of blasphemy; Manichceus was per- 
verted by an opinion about sin; Valentinus was led astray 
by a pretence of knowledge P; Paul of Samosata, and he 

■* See above, c. 1. "* C. ApoUin. i. 10. Comp. Orat. c. 

^ BioKoyeitai, Comp. the extract Ari. iii. 29, on the Scriptural account 

from the " Little liabyrinth" in Euseb. of Christ as twofold. 

V. 28 ; and so in Orat. c. Ari. ii. 71, ° Literally, measurement, 

"the Word is praised with the Fa- ° C. 17. 

ther, and adored koL OioKoyoifAtvos,** p See Hooker, v. 60. 4. 
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CApoll. who was called Photinus^ and their followers, fell away by 

"' disbelief in the Godhead ; Arius blasphemed through mad-^ 

ness ^ ; and you, who employ the same sophisms, say what 

is not written in Scripture, and pervert the unstable. But 

it is enough to believe in what has been written, and what 

Cf. Heb. has taken place (as Paul says> Like to us in all things, 

IS. Pet. ^l^^^^ ^^ *"d Peter, Since Christ then suffered for us in 

4. 1. flesh, arm yourselves also with the same mind;) and not 

push speculations further, and so reject the truth. 

4 On the " fimatical fury " of the Arians see Athan. Treat, ii. 377. ed. 2. 



NOTE 

ON THE «DE INCARNATIONE ET CONTRA ARIANOS" AND THE 

" SERMO MAJOR DE FIDE." 

I. 

To the first of these two treatises, Cardinal Newman refers with 
a saving clause, "if the work be genuine," (Tracts Theol. and 
Eccles. p. 296) as formerly in Athan. Treatises, i. 264, " if it be 
his." There is certainly reason for questioning the authorship. 
The Benedictine editors, who uphold its genuineness, date it after 
A.D. 365, when the Anomoeans were assundng a bolder front ; for 
it is avowedly directed against them and the Macedonians. But 
would S. Athanasius at this period have spoken of " three hypos- 
tases" in the Godhead ? (De Inc. et c. An. 10.) He had done so 
about 20 years earlier, (In illud. Omnia, 6,) when, as comparatively 
a young theologian, he might use "hypostasis" in the sense familiar to 
his predecessor Alexander, (Theod. i. 4 : see Newman, 1. c.) But it 
would have been another thing to do so soon after that same phrase 
had been to some extent discouraged (though admitted to be orthodox 
after due explanation) in the " Tome," c. 6. Again, while Apolli- 
narianism was gradually diffusing itself, Athanasius could hardly have 
written of our Lord's "flesh" precisely in the style of de Inc. et 
c. Ari. 3, " that His flesh might become God the Word," (contrast 
c. Apollin. i. 10) without a safeguard in the context against the 
idea of " fusion," or of the coessentiality of the flesh with the Word. 
The recognition of Him as " perfect man," in c« 8, may modify, 
but does not remove, this objection : for that phrase was accepted, 
disingenuously enough, by ApoUinarians, (Epiph. Haer. 77* 23.) 
Thirdly ; some important texts are explained otherwise than S. Atha- 
nasius usually explidns them. True, he is fertile in exegetical alter- 
natives : but he would hardly have interpreted S. John 5. 26, simply 
of "life" given to Christ's body (c. 2; contrast Orat. c. Ari. iii. 
36) ; or ib. 14, 28 " as touching the Manhood " (c. 4 ; contrast Orat. 
c. Ari. i. 58.) and, still more, the LXX. Prov. 8. 22 of the Church 
as founded in Christ, (c. 6; contrast the well known interpreta- 
tion given at such length in Orat. c. Ari. ii. 44 ff. referring 
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it to the formation of His human body.) Fourthly, we cannot but 
obserre in his treatise a certain amount of inconsistency in the 
treatment of that Diyine self-humiliation, or ^impoverishment " 
(2 Cor. 8. 9,) of which, as the writer says, quite in Athanasian style, 
the Arians took a perrerse advantage. Sometimes he shews a dis- 
position to narrow overmuch what S. Cyril calls the '* limits of the 
KtvciKTis," as when he sees in the prayer, " Glorify Thou Me," (S. John 
17« d») merely a request for the glorifying of believers, because ^' His 
shame was our glory," (c. 5,) and avoids the admission of any with- 
drawal of the Father's felt presence from our Lord's soul at one 
moment of His Crucifixion by saying that in S. Matt. 27* 47 He 
*^ spoke as our representative," (c. 2) ; language which seems to go 
beyond the line traced in Orat. c. Arian. iii. 56, 57$ if it finds some 
parallel in Orat. iv. 6, 7* On the other hand, the realities of the Con- 
descension are plainly recognized in such statements as, " The Eternal 
Wisdom increased in wisdom as Man," (c. 11) and '^as Man He de- 
precated the sufferings," (c. 21) and still more when the 'dogmatic 
decision of the Sixth (Ecumenical Council is verbally anticipated 
by the assertion of " two Wills, human and Divine," in the Incar- 
nate (c. 21.) It may be thought that S. Athanasius, in presence 
of ApoUinarianism, would have held the balance with a steadier hand. 
Yet too much stress should not be laid on this amount of difference ; 
and it must be added that the interpretation of Phil. 2. 9, given in 
c. 2, taken together with c. 11, agrees with that in Orat*. Ari. ii. 41 ; 
as that of Acts 2. 36 in c. 21 agrees vrith that in Orat. ii. 12 ; and 
the brief gloss on S. Mark 13. 32, " He speaks humanly," in c. 7? 
is a condensation of the exposition given in Orat. iii. 42 ff. There 
is also much that is Athanasian in tone, as the contrast between our 
Jjord's Sonship by nature and ours by grace, in c. 8 ; and Athanasius 
might well have written such sentences as *^ His death is our immor- 
tality, and His tear our joy, and His burial our resurrection, and His 
descent our ascent," (c. 5,) or " whosoever carry the Spirit of God 
carry light, and those who carry light are clothed with Christ, and 
those who are clothed with Christ are clothed with the Father," 
(c. 1 5,) or the pregnant dictum as to what the '* formulary of re- 
union" (Cyril, Ep. ad Joan.) calls the " lowly" texts, that " Christian 
truth in all its exactness is found among commonplace sayings and 
deeds," (c. 6.) 

The writer's grateful acknowledgements are due to Cardinal 
Newman, who had the goodness to make a communication to him on 
the subject, and specified among other points, (such as the '' new 
interpretations" of two important texts,) the repeated use of the 
word aTTopxrf, the stress laid on " the idea of mystery" in apfyrfrta^^ 
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d<l>pd<rr(ti^, oKaTaX-qTma^j (c. 8) and " the explicit mention of ' two 
wills,' — startling, since Athan.'s way is less dogmatic," — as con- 
tributing to produce an impression " against the genuineness of the 
treatise." 

On the whole it seems most probable that this book was put to- 
gether by an admirer and imitator of S. Athanasius, — a disciple, so to 
speak, of his school, who might venture to differ from him on some 
points of exegesis or terminology, but would use, perhaps to a consi- 
able extent, memoranda of his teaching. 

II. 

"The Sermo Major de Fide," which Theodoret quotes in his 
three Dialogues as a work of S. Athanasius, was discovered in a 
nearly complete form, in a MS. of the tenth century, by Montfaucon : 
another fragment was published by Card. Mai in his Nova Biblio- 
theca. The beginning and the end are lost. 

The treatise is really a letter (c. 24) and as far as we can judge, 
was directed against the Arians, who " sdd that the Word was a crea- 
ture" (c. 21) fCnd detracted from His Divinity (c. 28:) while the frag- 
ment attacks them for " attributing to Him flesh bereft of a rational 
soul." The first chapter, however, seems to allude to one of the 
ApoUinarian opinions. " The Word became flesh, not as if resolved 
into flesh." The line of argument is Athanasian enough — to distin- 
guish between the Scriptural expressions which relate to the Divinity 
and to the Humanity of Christ. The peculiarity lies in the reiteration 
of a certain number of phrases as descriptive of that Humanity. "The 
Man of the Lord," av^pcoTros KvpioKo^, occurs nine times, in c. 4, 1 9, 
21, 26, 28, 31, 38 ; and once in another form, rov KvpCov avOpamov, 
c. 22. We have also " the man understood in regard to the Saviour," 
6 Kara rov Scor^pa voov/licvos avOpayrro^y four times, c. 18, 21, 25, 28: 
"the man according to the Saviour," c. 21, 22: "the man of the 
Saviour," c. 24, 30 : " the man according to the flesh," c. 19: *^ the 
man whom He bore," c. 13, 16, 28, 29, 32, 37: (the phrase was used 
by Eustathius, Theod. Dial. 2.) "the man assumed," c. 20, and "the 
Word assumed the man," c. 31. (By "the Saviour" is meant the 
Word, in a certain degree of antithesis to Jesus : whereas in Orat. 
c. Ari. iii. 23 "the Saviour" is synonymous with "the Son of man.") 
The " Man " is described as Jesus Christ, the second Adam, the Me- 
diator, c. 25, 26, and is ssdd to have gone willingly to death, being 
strengthened by the indwelling Word, c. 4. Then again this word 
" Man " seems in some places to mean " body," as c. 2, 13, 19, 24, 
37; we find " the body which grew" called a creature in c. 21, as is 

L 
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" the man whom He bore " in c. 16, 26 : " the Son of Man " is ex- 
plained by " the Lord's body " in c. 17, 19 : the words " Sit on My 
right hand," are quoted as spoken to "the man" and to " the body," 
c. 19, 29: the LXX. Prov. 8. 22 is similarly treated in c. 14, and 21. 
In one passage " the flesh " is described as " the Lord's humanity," 
c. 3. It is not easy to believe that S. Athanasius, writing after the 
rise of ApoUinarianism, or even indeed before it, could be responsi- 
ble for such a jumble of phrases. It is not merely a case of the 
known use of avOpamo^ where we should say " manhood," as we find 
it in c. Apollin. ii. 15: it is not merely an occasional use of the ex- 
pression, " the Man of the Lord," which occurs twice in the Athan- 
asian " Expositio Fidei," (probably the " book of Athanasius " re- 
ferred to as containing it, Jerome c. Ruf. ii. 20) and in Didymus de 
Spir. Sancto 51, and was used by Epiphanius, Ancorat. 95, to des- 
cribe Christ's flesh, while S. Augustine, when expressing a wish that 
he himself had never used the Latin equivalent, " Homo Dominicus," 
(which apparently had been used by Pope Damasus, Mansi, iii. 426) 
admitted that something might be said in its favour, (Retract, i. 19. 
8,) even as S.Thomas Aquinas allowed that "Homo" might be used 
for the human nature of the Lord, not for a human person. Sum. iii. 
16. 3. What strikes us is the iteration of the phrase, combined 
with other phrases of a like sort, the result of which might be sim- 
ply confusing to some minds, while to others they might easily sug- 
gest that very error against which S. Athanasius contends so ear- 
nestly in his later treatises, — the notion that " the Word dwelt in a 
man as formerly in the prophets," see Orat. c. Ari. iii. 30. and 
compare the Tome, 7 ; Ep. Epict. 11, &c. Surely, if he had at this 
time used the phrase, " Man of the Lord," which Apollinarians 
adopted in their own sense (S. Greg. Naz. Ep. 101) and which 
might more naturally prepare the way for Nestorianism, he would 
have guarded it carefully against abuse, just as in Orat. iv. 35 he 
guards the single word " Man " by insisting that the " hypostasis " 
of the Word is inseparable from "the Man" born of Mary, and that 
our Lord does not say in S. Luke 24. 39, " as ye see this Man of 
mine have." The writer of the "Sermo Major" does not thus clear- 
ly affirm the personal oneness of the Incarnate : he is content to use 
"man" interchangeably with "body," or to say that " the Word was 
hidden in Jesus," c. 32. Moreover he regards the Mediation as 
pertaining to this " Man," c. 26, whereas the Athanasian doctrine is 
that mankind cannot be brought near to Grod save by one who is 
both human and Divine, Orat. c. Ari. ii. 67* He interprets S. Mark 
13. 32 by saying that the Father gave all knowledge to "the Son," 
and therefore it was " Jesus " who " knew not of the day," c. 33 ; 
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whereas in Orat. c. Ari. ill. 43 it is plainly taught that it was the 
Son who as the Word knew all things, but " as man knew not the 
hour of the end." It seems, moreover, incredible that he who in 
Ep. Epict. 5 and Orat. c. Ari. i. 35 cites Heb. l3. 8, in connection 
with Mai. 3. 6, as a proof of the Word's Divine immutability, would 
explain it as in Serm. Maj. 21, of "the man understood in regard to 
the Saviour " as being *' the same that was once an infant, then in- 
creased in age and favour, and began to be about thirty years of 
age." (Nestorius may have read this passage, see Cyr. adv. Nest. 
iii. 2.) The* interpretation of S. John 14. 28 as relating to the 
Manhood, which has already been noticed as occurring in De Inc. 
et Ari., occurs thrice in the "Sermo," c. 14, 34, 39. There are 
passages in the " Sermo " which are highly Athanasian in tone, as 
c. 20, 22, 24 : there are illustrations which remind one of Athana- 
sius' early writings: (e. g. c. 24, 27, 35) portions of the " De Incar- 
natione Verbi," 8, 9, 17, 20, 41, are actually embodied, with some 
verbal alterations, in Serm. 5, 6, 7) 11$ 12. But it seems evident 
that another mind has been at work, selecting materials and develop- 
ing ideas in a way of its own. It seems not improbable that the 
reason why the " Sermo," in Montfaucon's words, " diu in tenebris 
latebat," was not so much the " carelessness of copyists " as the ad- 
vantage which had been taken of some passages by advocates of the 
abhorred Nestorian heresy. 
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APPENDIX. 

ON 8. C7RIL OF ALEXANDRIA'S INTERPRETATIONS OF HIS ANA- 
THEMAS, AND ON THE DIALOGUES OF THEODORET. 

The chief object of S. Athanastus, as a Doctor of the Church, was 
to maintain tlie truth embodied in the word Homoousion, — the truth, 
as he himself loved to express it, that the Only-begfotten Son of God 
is Son by nature and in reality. But, as work grows out of work, 
this advocacy of the Nicene watchword led on to the defence of the 
Divinity of the Holy Spirit in the four Epistles to Serapion, and 
again to a treatment of the doctrine of the Incarnation properly so 
called in the Third Discourse agtdnst the Arians, and in most of the 
tracts included in this volume. In reading the latter, our attention 
has repeatedly been called to that large and luminous insight, that 
majestic comprehensiveness, that stedfast grasp of the revealed verity 
as a whole, which made the genuine teaching of Athanasius on this 
subject an authority and a support in those two momentous contro- 
versies ^ respecting the Person of our Incarnate Saviour which trou- 
bled the peace, but matured and consolidated the thought, of the 
Church in the fifth age. Nor can we wonder if under the shelter of 
such a name, some statements which in all likelihood were wrongly 
ascribed to him acquired a factitious importance, and that one of 
them, at least, eventually when quoted in good faith as his^, in- 
creased the complications attendant on the still partially unsettled 
condition of doctrinal terminology. 

It is proposed to illustrate the character and range of S. Atha- 
nasius' theological influence on the mind of Greek-speaking Chris- 
tendom in the Nestorian and Eutychian period by some detfdled 
references to the best-weighed statements of two eminent men who 
represented the two aspects of ecclesiastical Christology. One of 
them occupied the second see in Christendom, which had acquired 
a new dignity as the throne of Athanasius. He was a voluminous 
commentator on Scripture: his criticisms have preserved to us a 
large part, at least, of Julian's treatise against Christianity^: and 
what is more to our present purpose, he was, in Cardinal Newman's 

* See note in Athan. Treatises, lib. <f>6<ris rod 0€ov ASyov (r€ffapKci>fi4v7i, 
Path. i. 244. « See RendaU, The Emperor Ju- 

b See below as to the phrase, fiia Han, p. 232. 
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words, " a clear-headed constructive theologian ^," with a keen per- 
ception of issues at stake, a thorough devotion to an " august mys- 
tery o," a high courage, an indomitable perseverance, but also a 
vehement and masterful temper to which, — not merely, though 
mainly, in his earlier years, — the lordly powers of the Egyptian 
patriarchate ^ presented a serious temptation. The other was, as a 
prelate, among the rank and file of the hierarchy, doing good work, 
secular as well as spiritual, in the far north of Syria, for an out-of- 
the-way city which he could not pretend to likefi^, and a diocese 
in which old-world heresies were the popular religion of peasants, 
and eflforts to root them out, though in the long run triumphant, 
were made at the cost of bodily peril and harm ^. And the bishop 
who had such work to go through was at the same time "facile 
princeps" among his brethren for varied learning and persuasive 
church oratory, for ability of a richly versatile type, and for a 
jwarmth of heart which, if it made him think too well of some old 
friends, drew out men's affection together with their admiration ^ 
gave him special aptitudes for comforting the sorrow-stricken'^, 
fills his extant letters with a living human interest, and enables us 
to feel towards him as we cftu ' hardly feel towards any of his con- 
temporaries in East and West, always excepting that most noble 
and loveable Saint who fell asleep in beleaguered Hippo when the 
Nestorian strife was less than two years old. Cyril of Alexandria 
and Theodoret of Cyrrhos came somewhat roughly into collision 
with each other in the progress of that strife : each of them made 
some mistakes, each for a time deemed the other heretical: and 
although at last they were substantially in agreement, each looked 
mainly at his own side of the shield. The mystery of the Incar- 
nation has two aspects, one relating to Christ's single Personality, 
the other to the distinctness of His Manhood from his Godhead. 
Cyril emphasized the former, while really acknowledging the latter : 
Theodoret reversed the process. Cyril specially dreaded a " sever- 

^ Newman, Historical Sketches, nous porte ^ regarder comme legitime 

iii. h345. ce qui semble nous pouvoir £ure r^us- 

^ He calls the Incarnation rh sir dans les entreprises saintes . . . 

(Tticrhv Tifiiv fivaT-fipioyy Quod Deus II faut combattre pour Dieu selon les 

sit Christus, (Pusey, p. 357.) loix de Dieu, si Pon veut qu' il nous 

' Newman, Historical Sketches, couronne." xiv. 541. 

iii. 339. It is especially in regard « Tlieodoret, £p. 32, 24, 81, 138. 

to the presents sent by Cyril in 433 Compare Synodicon, c. 71, in Mansi 

to Court personages in order to enlist v. 847. 

their influence that Tillemont says, ^ Ep. 81, 113. 

'* S. Cyrille est saint, mais on ne peut * See Historical Sketches, iii. 330. 

pas dire que toutes ses actions soient Compare Theod. Ep. 1, 2, 9, 24, 33, 

saintes ;*^ adding, in words of memo- 48, 49. 59, 62, 66, 123. 

rable significance, "les plus saints ont ^ Theod. Ep. 7, 8, 12, 14, 15, 17, 

beaucoup ^ craindre la tentation qui 18, 21, 27, &c. 
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ance," Theodoret a " confusion." Cyril was on the watch against 
the rationalising temper which would explain away the Incarnation 
into an association such as might exist between the Divine Word 
and a preeminent saint, and substantially such as had been imagined 
by some professing Churchmen in the latter years of S. Athana- 
sius^. .Theodoret believed the chief peril to lie in the direction of 
that peculiar mysticism which, by its crude method of asserting the 
Redeemer's oneness, had cut the bonds which linked Him to our 
humanity : and he was therefore disposed to put the best construc- 
tion on that whole line of speculation which Theodore bishop of 
Mopsuestia, the father of Nestorianism, and already the favourite 
'' commentator" in the East ^, had struck out as against the Apol- 
linarianism which he abhorred. Yet. Cyril had a true belief in our 
Lord's Manhood, and Theodoret was not less sound as to His 
Personal Divinity. Thus each of the two men did that sort of work 
for which his antecedents and habits of thought had fitted him, and 
thereby gave in his appropriate contribution to the ultimate settle- 
ment of the twofold question raised. Let us look first to S. Cyril. 

The doctrine which, in the language of divines, suggested origi- 
nally by Cyril himself, is called that of the " Hypostatic" or Personal 
'* Union," can be stated quite simply, and brought home to the con- 
sciousness of ordinary^ Christians, to whom " dogmatic technicalities" 
are uncongenial or unknown. In fact, they repeatedly, or even ha- 
bitually, state it with their own lips. For instance, when they join 
in what may be called our national Christmas hymn, and lift up their 
hearts in the exulting stanza, 

" Christ, by highest heaven adored, 
Christ, the Everlasting Lord, 
Late in time behold Him come, 
Offspring of a Virgin's womb," 

Charles Wesley is teaclung them to say just what S. Cyril would 
have had them say, if they had lived in his time, and attended his 

1 Thus we find him literally repro- parallels in the works of " glorious 

ducing S. Athanasius' words, doubt- fathers." For Theodore see a re. 

less with an allusion to Nestorianism. markable article in Church Quarterly 

"The Word of God became Man ; He Review for October, 1875 : but com. 

did not come into a man, as in the pare a sterner view of him in Christ, 

case of the prophets." Thesaurus, Remembr. July, 1851. Domer, in 

p. 232. Cp. Ep. Epict. 2. his " Person of Christ," considers that 

" In 438 Cyril writes that in the Theodore's Christology was determin- 

Syrian churches the people cried out, ed by his wish to provide for a " free 

«* Success to the faith of Theodore: moral development" in the Saviour's 

we believe as he did." Epist. p. 197. manhood: for which reason he suppo- 

See p. 193 for a synodical letter of sed a specificdly close alliance between 

John of Antioch, admitting that Theo- the Divine Word and Jesus as a hu- 

dore used some ambiguous express- man person. This might, he said, be 

ions, but pleading that these had called a union, but only as marriage 
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services in the " Csesareum" of Alexandria. They are sa^ng in 
verse, — and verse has no privilege in presence of the Third Com- 
mandment, — what he meant by insisting on Theotocos as an accu- 
rate title for the Mother of the Emmanuel. But moreover, in every 
act of worship addressed to Jesus Christ, the doctrine is logically 
presupposed. For to adore Him implies that He is God ; that He 
is not a man who beyond all other men has been penetrated by a 
Divine spirit, or realised a Divine fellowship, or represented the 
Divine idea of humanity, but simply and literally that He is Himself 
God, the Eternal Son and Word, who has become Man ; so that He 
who was born of Mary, was crucified, rose again, ascended into 
heaven, is the same " He" who in the beginning was with God and 
was God ; and it is the Second Person of the Holy Trinity who has 
actually entered into the sphere of a human life, taken into union 
with His very self a human soul and human body, and thus far be- 
come in all things like unto us, sin only excepted. The " Ego," so 
to speak, of Jesus is that which could say, ^' Before Abraham was, I 
am." Or, to put it otherwise. Scripture and the original Christian 
faith teach that "Jesus Christ is God." Now here the predicate 
cannot, with due regard to the whole current of Scriptural thelogy, 
be taken in a lax sense for an image or delegate of God, or one who 
was preeminently " godlike" in character. And the copula cannot 
be taken to mean " represents," " is the chief agent ot," " is in 
closest sympathy with," &c. ; for such glosses fall short of the require- 
ments of Scriptural Christology as a whole. Both words, then, 
must be taken simply. Therefore Jesus Christ is Himself God, 
that same Divine Son and Word who was from eternity in the bosom 
of the Father ; He is that Son as manifested in flesh, as having taken 
on Himself a true humanity. This is the doctrine of the " Hypos- 
tatic Union : " this is what, in the fifth century, was condensed into 
the phrase " One Christ." We may vary the terms in which we 
state it : we may present it to the devout ima^nation under those 
stirring and touching antitheses by which devout minds in various 
ages have striven to set forth the stupendousness of the Divine con- 
is a union : and John 1.14 was not cess, that He should have follen under 
to be taken " too strictly.'* On this temptation. For if this was not pos- 
view, Jesus, being guided from the sible, then neither was it possible to 
very dawn of life by the indwelling establish that parity for which Theo- 
Word, easily advanced to higher and dore had sacrificed so much of the 
yet higher moral attainments, &c. faith. Extracts from Theodore's writ- 
But in order to make His " develop- ings are preserved in the acts of the 
ment" entirely analogous to that of Filth General Council, and in Leon- 
men, Theodore would have had to tius c. Nest, et Eutych. lib. 3. Dio- 
take a further step, and admit that it dore of Tarsus held similar views, 
was in fact possible, during the pro- see Cyril, Epistles, p. 135. 
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descension^; we may try to think out some of what Mozley calls its 
" inexhaustible logical contents," to follow out the " explanatory de- 
velopments •»" which have elicited them in detail: we may transcribe 
and repeat what Hooker P and Pearson ^ have written in comment on 
the formularies of the Councils, or on the texts which exemplify ^Hhe 
interchange of properties ; " we may say, in words still dear to many', 
^^ God became Man, yet still was God, having His Manhood as an 
adjunct, perfect in its kind, but dependent upon His Godhead . . . 
He was Man because He had Qur human nature wholly and perfectly ; 
but though Man, He was not, strictly speaking, in the English sense 
of the word, a man : not . . . one out of a number ; His Person 
is not human like ours, but Dirine . . • All that is necessary to con- 
stitute a perfect manhood is attached to His eternal Person abso- 
lutely and entirely, belonging to Him as really and fully as His jus- 
tice, truth, or power :" or in the words of another", " The Person of 
the Son of Mary is divine and eternal : it is none other than the 
Person of the Word .... Christ's Manhood is not of itself an indi- 
vidual being ; it is not a seat and centre of personality ; it has no 
conceivable existence apart from the act whereby the Eternal Word, 
in becoming incarnate, called it into being and made it His own :" 
or with a German Protestant writer, " There was not a created hu- 
man nature in the sense of concrete subsistence (a man) ; for the 
Son of God was not united to a son of man, but became Man, as- 
sumed the properties of the human form of existence *." We may 
point out how this personal identity of God and Man in the Christ, 
whereby the " Ego" in the Man of Sorrows was absolutely one with 
that of Him who preexisted in the form of God, is a necessity of 
His character as a true Mediator between God and man, who could 
" lay His hand upon both" in right of a twofold coessentiality : yet, 
after all, we feel that our best words are inadequate; they add nothing 
to, they can but " in part" indicate, the substantial idea of the In- 
carnation, the truth that God became Man \ that " our Lord Jesus 

" Some have been referred to above, Compare Wilberforce on the Incar- 

p. 53. See also Dr. Pusey's Sermons nation, p. 132, that our Lord's person- 

from Advent to Whitsuntide, p. 62. ality must be one, and that it must 

° Mozley on Theory of Development, be resident in His Godhead, even as 

p. 148. He Himself said, << Before Abraham 

p Hooker, E. P. v. c. 52. was, I am," 

*» Pearson on Creed, (art. 4) vol. i. * Ebrard, quoted by Oosterzee, 

p. 324, ed. Burton. Image of Christ, p. 151. 

' Newman, Paroch. Sermons, vi. " Mozley on Theory of Develop- 

61, 62, 65. Compare ib. ii. 32, " He ment, p. 149. See also his Essays, 

came, selecting and setting apart for ii. 118, where the manifestation of 

Himself the elements of body and soul, God through the imagery of human 

then uniting them to Himself from character in the Old Testament is 

their first origin of existence," &c. viewed as a preparation for, and as 

» Liddon, Bamp. Lect. p. 259. "substantiated" by, "that deeper 
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Christ, the Son of God, is God and Man," that in Him, ** God and 
Man is one Christ." To this idea, held fast as Divinely revealed, 
S. Cyril's mind was thoroughly devoted ^, And he saw it confronted 
hy another idea, set forth in the sermons of Nestorius, archbishop 
of Constantinople. Nestorianism, as Cyril knew it, came to this : 
that Jesus Christ was a man existing individually like other men, 
with a distinct human personality y, but taken into exceptional close- 
ness of relationship to the Eternal Son, who dwelt in him as in a 
temple ^, used him as an instrument % wore him as a vesture ^, was 
borne by him ^, admitted him to a share in His own titles, authority, 
and dignity \ and in this sense to a oneness with Him, which Nes- 

mystery" whereby " God the Son . . . fore Abraham was, I am," was Abra- 

reveals his character, not through a ham*s seed, (whereupon Cyril says, 

metaphorical but through an actual '*You are dividing again, and very 

manhood. The human medium is plainly.") Much of his language 

now a mysterious reality instead of a might have been talcen in a sound 

symbolical expression ; and humanity sense ; but his real meaning was illus- 

has an absolute basis in theology trated by other passages, by his asso- 

which it had not before." ciation with Th^ore, (Epist. p. 197,) 

' Domer, while considering that and by his saying, ** 1 will never call 

CyrU was to blame for not sympa- a child of 2 or 3 months old God," 

thising with the Antiochene school id Mansi, iv. 1881. 

its desire to define more clearly the * Nestorius, serm. 1. 

relations of Divinity and Humanity in * Nest. serm. 2. 

the Christ, and that he did not bring ^ Nest. serm. 2, 4. 

out the "ethical" aspect of the In- « Cyr. adv. Nest. i. 1. comp. Anath. 

carnation, admits that he had " a far 5. &c. See Dr. Pusey'sTwo Sermons 

clearer perception of the religious on Faith, p. 62. In another sense Nes- 

importance" of the question than had tonus used to say that the Word 

tlie Antiochenes, and was " anxious " bore" the Man Jesus as a garment ; 

that God's marvellous love manifested Ai^ rhv <t>opovvra rhv <t>opo6fievoy trefia, 

in the Incarnation should not suffer quoted in adv. Nest. i. 11. (Pusey, 

the least diminution of its glory," ii. p. 127.) 

1. 60, 73. ^ See Nestorius in Cyril adv. Nest. 

y 'l^iKwsy Cyr. Ep. ad Nest. 2; ii. 5. iii. 2. ap. Mercat. And the 
Expl. 2, 3, 4 ; adv. Orient. 8. 9, 11; creed called Theodore's, condemned 
adv. Theod. 4 ; iBief, Expl. 12 ; adv. by Council of Ephesus, described the 
Orient. 3, 1 1 ; &.vk fiepos, Ep. ad Nest. Man Jesus as partner in the honours 
3; Expl. 2, 3, 12; adv. Orient. 8; adv. of the Word, Mansi, iv. 1349 ; see 
Theod. 4 : Ep. 1 ad Acac. Melit. &v^ Cyril, Quod unus sit Christus, (Pusey, 
ix6vas, adv. Orient. 3, 8 ; Ep. 1 ad p. 354) ; and Ep. ad Nest. 2. 5, (Pu- 
Succensum (Epist. p. 136;) icarck fi6v' sey, p. 22,) ** Not that a man is sim. 
as &s AyBpcoTou Ktd krtpov tvra bihvj ply connected as by oneness of dignity 
adv. Orient. 3, so Quod wnus sit or authority with God." So Expl. 2, 
Christus, Pusey, p. 372, 373, &c. Com- 5 ; adv. Orient. 3. So de Recta Fide 
pare Nestorius' words, Mansi, iv. 1201, ad Arcad. c. 8, "Not holding His 
and his Sermons in Marius Mercator ; dignity 4v xdpiros fi4pu Koi iTcaucriv** 
while disclaiming the idea of two The Fifth (Ecumenical Council con- 
Sons, he says, " The Word of God is demns those who say that the union 
called Christ because He has a conti- was by grace, operation, equality of 
nuous connection with the Christ." honour, authority . . . power, good 
" Let us reverence that man who by will, or identity of names ; and affirms 
the Divine connection is adored to- it to be a union by way of combina- 
gether with God." And ap. Cyr. adv. tion (jrMtffiv) or hypostasis, so tliat 
Nest. iii. 3, that He who was yester- both confusion and division are ex- 
day and today, not He who said, " Be- eluded, Anath. 4. So Damascene 
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torius usually expressed by the term (rwac^cia, connection or com- 
bination ^. Thus, however Nestorius might disclaim the idea of two 
Sons ^ or speak with profound reverence of Jesus, or admit the term 
Theotocos in a sense fi^, or seem to be only " distinguishing the na- 
tures," still in his view there stretched between the Son of God and 
the Son of Mary a gap not to be bridged over. It could not be said 
of Jesus that in him the " self" was Divine ; but only that he was 
the human agent of redemption, the human medium of a Christian 
Theophany. The connection between Him and the Eternal Son was 
thus, as Cyril called it, axeruoj \ that is, non-essential or accidental, 
and was therefore '* ejusdem generis" with that which linked saints 
and prophets S (not to say all baptized Christians'^,) to Him who 
in so many ways draws His servants into fellowship with Himself. 
Christ, in short, was but the supreme instance of moral intimacy be- 
tween holy men and God. As Arian magniloquence in praise of " the 
Son^" could not veil the fact that He was regarded as, so to speak, 
a loftier archangel, so in this case, to adorn the '* associated " Christ 
with names belonging of right to the true Son of God (for Nestorius 
was quite free from Arian views of the Sonship, as from Photinian 
views of the Word) could not avert the inference, " Christ, then, with 
you, is the chief of saints, and nothing more." Another result fol- 
lowed, which seemed like an echo of the Arian controversy. Arians 

excludes an union of character, dig- membering probably how Athanasius 

mty, unanimity, joint honour, joint as well as others had used it, he said 

name, &c. de Fid. Orth. iii. 3 : and he would agree to use it if Anthropo. 

Aquinas, an union by indwelling, af- tocos might be used too. 

fection, operation, dignity, inter- >> E.g. Ep. ad Nest. 3. 5 ; adv. Nest, 

change of titles. Sum. 3. 2. 6. i. 1, ii. 1 : adv. Theod. 1, 3. The 

« Nestorius acknowledged a ** com- Stoics called non-essential qualities 

plete abiding trvudcpeia," adv. Nest. ii. o-x^trew, Zeller's Stoics, &c. p. 100. 

7. See Ep. ad Nest. 3. 5, " We re- * Comp. Ep. ad Nest. 3. 4 ; Expl. 

ject the term o-vvc^cia as inadequate;** 5 ; adv. Orient. 9 ^ adv. Theod. 1. 5. 

and Explan. 2, 3, 5, U. In Quod In Quod unus sit Christus, (Pusey, 

unus sit Christus, (Pusey, p. 860,) p. 360,) Cyril says that " ir€p6s ns 

Cyril says that this " term might de- might have <rvvd<t>€ia with God, as be- 

scribe the relations of pupil to teacher, ing linked to Him through virtue and 

of agent to principal." On the Stoics' sanctification." So Marius Mercator 

distinction between cvcoa-is, as apply- (ed. Baluz. p. 145) that Nestorius, 

ing to the constituents, e. g. of a when he did speak of ** union," used 

C&oify and (rvvd<f>€ia as applying, e. g. it in the sense in which Christians are 

to chains or houses, see Zeller's Stoics as one. Theodore had endeavoured 

&c. transl. Reichel, p. 101. to make out a difference between the 

' Cyril quotes an ingenious attempt Divine indwdling in Jesus and that 

of Nestorius to charge him with hold- in other holy men. '* The whole be- 

ing " two Sons," meaning, two nati- ing" of Jesus was united (in that 

vities of the Son, adv. Nest. i. 3. He sense) to God (Galland. xii. 692.) 

said also, ** We do not hold two Sons: But this was clearly a mere difference 

there is not with us &Wos nal liWos" of degree, 

ib. ii. 5. So in Serm. 4, (Dec, 430.) ^ Adv. Nest. ii. 8. Schol. 18. 

« In his first sermon he spoke of ^ See Newman's Arians, p. 246. 

Theotocos as heathenish : later, re- Ath. Treat, ii. 36. ed. 2. 
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had been taxed with idolatry on their own principles ; for they wor* 
shipped the Son, while regarding Him as a creature ^. Nestorians 
spoke of worshipping the Son of Mary along with, or on account of, 
the Son of God °, on the ground of a partition of dignity : and Cyril 
had to remind them that association could^ not constitute adorable- 
ness, and that the God of Christians was the same who of old had 
said, " I will not give My glory to another <*." 

The first stage of the controversy extended from the end of 328 to 
the August of 330. Cyril wrote much during this period, — a letter 
'^ to the Monks," a first letter to Nestorius, perhaps his notes or 
" Scholia " on the Incarnation, — three treatises addressed to Theodo- 
sius II. and to the princesses of the imperial house, Arcadia, Marina, 
Pulcheria and Eudocia ; above all, that second letter to Nestorius 
which received such especial and emphatic acceptance from (Ecu« 
menical Councils P. He was in correspondence with Celestine, bishop 
of Rome, to whom, about April in 430, he put the momentous ques- 
tion whether one who was teaching downright heresy from the chair 
of Constantinople could be retained in the communion of bishops 
who held the right faith. Some months elapsed before Celestine 
could hold a synod; at last, on Aug. 10 or 11, he laid the evi- 
dence before his neighbour prelates, and Nestorius was pronounced 
to have taught heresy. Celestine forthwith wrote to Cyril % direct- 
ing him to "join the authority of the Roman See to his own," and 
to signify to Nestorius that " unless a written retractation were execu- 
" ted within ten days, giving assurance of his acceptance of the faith 
'' as to ' Christ our God ' which was held by the churches of Rome 
"and Alexandria, he would be excluded from the communion of 
those churches, and ' provision ' would be made by them for the 
church of Constantinople," i. e. by the appointment of an orthodox 

>" Ad Adelph. 3. BasU, £p. 243. on account of the ' connection' with 

" See adv. Nest. ii. 10, ^oAAoi' 8i Godcalls that which was seen Divine." 

ffvfjLvpoo'KvyeiSf cp. Anath. 8. £p. ad So that '< God blessed for ever" was 

Nest. 2, &c. to be a title assigned to the Man Jesus 

° See Cyril, Quod anus sit Christus, because God specially dwelt in Him. 

(Pusey, p. 358,363-,4I0.) Comp. adv. And he proceeded to quote"! have 

Nest. ii. 13, *' How can you pretend made thee a god to Pharaoh," as if 

to honour with the same worship rh, Christ's relation to God was but dis- 

6yTas &AA^\oi; ayta'o<f>vrj, and which ferent in degree from that of Moses, 

are separated in their yery essence by Mansi, iv. 1200, CyrU adv. Nest. iL 3. 







ril's argument, **A God somewhat in the Council of £phesus, bishop after 

resembling God would be Qehs ipeuSel;- bishop, in varying terms, expressed 

yvfios" Nestorius showed liis laxity his agreement with It, Mansi, iy. 1139 

of thought on this supreme point by — 1169. 

interpreting Rom. 9. 5 thus, " He *> Mansi, iv. 1018. Cf. Christ. Re. 

first acknowledges the man, and then memb. April 1855, p. 425. 
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bishop. Had Cyril been as violent and imperious as he is often 
represented, he would not have deferred by a single day the carrying 
out of those instructions : whereas he waited all through September 
and October until he could assemble his suffragans — usually reckoned 
as nearly a hundred in number, — and then he wrote a third letter to 
Nestorius ^ This Synodical document, which begins by a reference 
to the " express words of our Saviour," " He that loveth father or 
mother more than Me, is not worthy of Me," peremptorily called on 
Nestorius, who was still addressed as a " most pious and devout fel- 
low-minister," to " give up his perverse doctrines, and adopt in place 
of them the right faith," — and not merely to declare his adhesion 
to the Nicene Creed •, but expressly to anathematize his own " pro- 
fane dogmas " according to a series of articles subjoined to the let- 
ter, but introduced by a long and elaborate exposition of doctrine, in 
which, as in the " second letter " of the preceding year *, care was 
taken to brand as heterodox those very positions of the Apoilinarian 
school agfunst which Nestorius professed to be contending, — e. g. 
that the flesh of Christ had been formed out of the Godhead, that 
the Grodhead was in this respect passible, that Christ had not a ra- 

' See it in Pusey*s edition, p. 13 ; of Nlcopolis requested that it might 
Mansi, iv. 1067. It was read at Ephe. be brought forward, i. e. in order that 
sus, but no acclamations are recorded, Jjeo's Tome might be compared with 
ib. 1139; but the Council in its " me- it also. In the fourth session the 
morial to the Emperor '* says that it Tome was solemnly accepted, ttiree 
has compared " Cyril's epistles about bishops saying, inter alia, that it was 
the faith" with the Nicene Creed, in harmony with the "epistle*" of 
and found them to be in accordance Cyril ; but as one of these was Theo- 
with it, ib. 1237. in the letter to C^e- doret, the reference is clearly to the 
lestine the phrase is not 4irurTo\ks second epistle and the epistle to John, 
(which, however, mig^ht mean only Mansi, vii. 20. Several others speak 
one letter) but ypAfifiara, ib. 1332. of Cyril's " epistle," i. e. the second 
The " Eastern " party in their second to Nestorius. It was therefore a mis- 
petition to Theodosius say that Cyril's take as to fact when the Fifth 6e- 
party (the Council) confirmed in wri- neral Council, in 550, asserted that 
ting the heretical" articles" (of Cyril), the Council of Chalcedon had accept- 
ib. 403. At the end of the first session ed " Cyril's synodical epistles, to one 
of Chalcedon the imperial commission, of which the 12 articles were append- 
ers announced that their master ad- ed," Mansi, ix. 341. See Neale, Hist, 
hered to Cyril's " two canonical let- Alex. i. 252. 

ters, those which were confirmed in • That is, the Creed as framed at 

the first Council of Ephesus," Mansi, Nicoa, not as afterwards revised. Cy- 

vi. 937. But in the second session, ril did not recognise the Council of 

the letters of Cyril which the archdea- Constantinople (A. D. 381 .) 
con of Constantiople read, and the ' "Not as if God the Word in 

Council heard with acclamations, were His own nature endured beatings or 

the second letter to Nestorius and the piercings, &c." " Not that, as far as 

epistle to John of Antioch or letter of His own nature was concerned. He 

reunion, written in the spring of 433, experienced death, for it were insane 

ib. vi. 960. Thus the third epistle to to think thus : but that ... it was 

Nestorius, with the appended " arti- His flesh that tasted death." Comp. 

4des," was significantly passed over. Athan. Ep. Epict. 6: c. Apollin, i. 

But at the end of the session Atticus 11, 18. 
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tional sou], that, in short, He was not in a true sense Man ^. Then 
followed the memorable Articles, or Anathematisms, twelve in num- 
ber. To propose to a person suspected of heresy a test composed 
of anathemas against the opinions which he was believed to enter- 
tain and was summoned to renounce, will probably not appear to us 
the best method of winning him over. But Tillemont holds that 
some of the anathematisms in the formulary sent by Damasus to 
Paulinus were intended as a test for Vitalis'. And in the word- 
ing of his '* Articles," Cyril had not only adopted the stringent 
and, to many minds, provocative form of ^' anathematism," but 
had laid exclusive stress on that aspect of the doctrine of the In- 
carnation in regard to which Nestorius was in error. He had a 
good right to presume that the Articles would be read in close 
connection with the letter y, in which, as has been said, the other 
aspect of the mystery was so recognised as to keep the balance 
tolerably straight. Unfortunately, the Articles were taken by them- 
selves, and read as if they expressed the whole of Cyril's belief on 
the subject. The result was nothing short of a calamity. An out- 
cry against '' Cyril's ApoUinarianism " was riused in the very quarter 
where it was so important to win substantial assent. John, arch- 
bishop of Antioch, who was personally friendly to Nestorius, had so 
far acquiesced in Celestine's notification of the " ultimatum," as to 
write to the archbishop of Constantinople, with the express assent of 
Theodoret and five other bishops of his patriarchate, a letter which 
Tillemont describes as '^ trfes belle, trfes bien &ite, et trfes digne de la 
reputation qu' avait ce pr^at '," and in which he exhorted Nestorius 

n Ep. ad Nest. 3. 3, 4. 7. That flesh received by as as life- 

« Theodoret, v. 11 : Tillemont, vii. giving. (Art. 11.) 

619. The 6th of these anathema. 8. Words of Christ, relating to God. 

tisms anticipates and summarises the head or Manhood, are words of One 

Cyrilline series, ** We anathematise Person. (Art. 4.) 

those who affirm that there are two 9. He Himself became our High 

Sons," &c. The 14th is the origmal Priest. (Art. 10.) 

of Cyril's 12th. 10. The Spirit's relation to Hhn is 

y The Articles, all but one, arefound. not exterior. (Art. 9. J 

ed on passages in the letter ; but the 11. " Theotocos." (Art. 1.) 

order of the points taken is different. The 7th Art. is not a condensation 

That in the letter is as follows — of any passage in the letter. 

1 . Hypostatic union, i.e. one Christ. * Tillemont, xiv. 454. See the letter 

(Art. 2.) in Mansi, iv. 1061. It is of consider. 

2. Christ not a God-bearing man. able importance, for it fully bears out 

(Art. 5.) Cyril's doctrinal contention. <* If we 

3. '* Connection " an inadequate do not accept what the term signifies, 
idea. (Art. 3.) we are greatly in error, or rather 

4. The Word not " Lord" of Christ we imperil our belief in the ineffiible 
as if of a distinct person. TArt. 6.^ * economy ' of the Only-begotten Son. 

5. " One adoration." (Art. 8.) For it will follow at once . . . that 

6. He suffered in flesh which was He who undertook the ineffable eco- 
His own. (Art. 12.) nomy for our sakes is not God, and 



158 Objections tOy and explanations of, 

to give up his objections to the term '' Theotocos," seeing that the 
true sense of that term was part of the Church's faith. But when 
he read the twelve Articles, which Nestorius sent to him apart from 
the ^^ third letter," he was shocked with what appeared to him a de- 
cided affinity to the heresy of Apollinaris ^ He desired Andrew, 
bishop of Samosata, to confute them ; and Andrew produced a criti- 
cism which was published in the name of the " Eastern " Bishops. 
But he applied to a more accomplished controversialist in the person 
of Theodoret, who undertook the task, and sent back to John his 
observations on the Articles, with a letter prefixed, in which he pro- 
fessed to think it possible that some ^' enemy of the truth " had been 
tnisusing Cyril's name. Cyril's expectation of a summary settlement 
of the question had been baffled by the imperial summons of a Gene- 
ral Council, which necessarily suspended all proceedings against 
Nestorius : and he employed himself, during the earlier part of 431, 
in replying to Andrew and to Theodoret ^, and in writing his " Re- 
futation " of Nestorius in five books. Even when the Council met 
at Ephesus, and condemned Nestorius on the 22nd of June, it ex- 
pressed no opinion on the merits of the twelve Articles; and Cyril, 
while undergoing detention at Ephesus during the harassing period 
which followed on the close of the Council's work, yielded to the 
request of friends that he would write a further " Explanation " of 
his Articles. From these documents we can form a correct notion 
of the objections taken, and of the replies offered, — as follows. 

Anath. I. '* If any one does not acknowledge that the Emmanuel 
is very God, and therefore the Holy Virgin is God's Mother (Theo- 
tocos) — , for she bore, in fleshly manner (a-apKucSts) that Word from 
God who became flesh ; let him be anathema ^" 

that God the Word did not, by lower- vantageous, though it might not be 

ing (lit. emptying) Himself into the agreeable." 

form of a servant, exhibit in our in- * He afterwards wrote to Theodo- 

terest an unspeakably vast benigfnity sins II. that Acadus bishop of Beroea 

(fpiXavOpwirlav) ; whereas the Divine (an old man, once the enemy of 

Scriptures give us the strongest as- S. Chrysostom) thought the articles 

sm^nce of that benignity when they Apollinarian, Mansi, v. 782. In 432 

assert that the coetemaJ and Only- he wrote to Cyril that at first he 

begotten Son of Gk)d, who was before could not believe them to be his, ib. 

the ages, condescended to be bom of 857. See too Theod. Epist. 112, that 

a Virgin, &ira0»5." John holds Nes- John denounced them as Apollinarian, 

tortus responfdble for the stirring up '* before we went to Ephesus." 

of the controversy : he presumes that ^ See the Apologies ** adv. Orien- 

his meaning is orthodox : he admits tales " and <* adv. Theodoretum " in 

that Celestine's allowance of '* ten P. E. Pusey*s edition of the Cyrilline 

davs" is scanty, but adds, "yet the writings relating to the Council of 

thing can be done in one day, or even Ephesus, pp. 261 ff. 384 tf. A Latin 

in a few hours," if Nestorius would version is given by Marius Mercator. 

consult with some true friends who ^ It was for the sake of the Son 

could freely tell him "what was ad- that Cyril emphasized this title of the 
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To this it was objected (1) that "in fleshly manner*' was incon* 
sistent with the Virginal Nativity ; (2) that the phrase might suggest 
a change of the Word into flesh ; (3) that if John 1. 14 were pressed 
too rigorously, the texts which describe Christ as " made sin," or 
" made a curse," would have to be pressed as far \ These were 
Andrew's objections on the part of " Eastern bishops." Theodoret, 
for his part, said in effect, (4) God the Word could undergo no 
change : He did not actually become flesh. He assumed flesh ani- 
mated and with a rational soul ; therefore He was not by nature born 
of the Virgin, but was present with and united to her Child, and it is 
in this sense that the term Theotocos is orthodox ^. 

Cyril answered (1) that his language fully recognised the miracu- 
lousness of the Nativity ; (2) that the Union, as he conceived of it, in- 
volved no confusion', and that the term Theotocos did not mean 
Mother of the Word as God, but guarded the truth that Mary's Son 
was God Incarnate ; (3) that the texts as to sin and a curse were 
not parallel to John 1. 14, for they could only mean that Christ was 
reckoned as among sinners, or called accursed. He adduced pas* 
sages from Peter of Alexandria, from Athanasius, e. g. one from c. 2 
of Athanasius' letter to Epictetus, and from Amphilochius of Ico- 
nium. (4) He contended that Theodoret's position was ambiguous : 
that it was admitted on all hands that the Incarnation involved no 
change in God, and that the Word really became man, while continu- 
ing to be God. Therefore the term Theotocos was orthodox, while 
the term Anthropotocos was superfluous s. He added that Theodo- 
ret must, from his own words, be regarded as holding a real Union • 
In his " Explanation " he urges that the Nicene Creed implied an 
ineffable Union without any "change" or "confusion:" and that 
" Theotocos " was necessary in order to guard the true sense of 
" Emmanuel." 

Mother, which does not appear in the man. (Baluz. p. 143.) 

second Ep. to Nest, until close to the ^ Compare Nestorius, Sermon 4, 

end, and which is the subject of the in Mercator. (Baluz. p. 81.) Athana- 

1 1th section of the ttiird Ep. to which sius interprets those texts to mean 

the Articles are appended. In both that Cluist took on Him the curse, 

cases we find the needful caveat, — and bore our sins, Orat. c. Ari. ii. 47. 

" not that the Word's nature or God- « Tiiis was quoted as Nestorianiz. 

head had its origm " from the Vir- ing lan^age in the Fifth General 

gfin,*' or " from flesh." Nestorius, in Council, Mansi, ix. 290. 

the first of his counter^nathemas, ' In his letter on the Holy Symbol, 

preserved in Latin by Marius Mer- Epist. p. 181, he excludes not only 

cator, condemns those who call the fusion or blending, but <* what some 

Emmanuel God the Word, &c. On talk of as <ri;you<rWty . . ." « It is im- 

this shewing, says Mercator, "God possible." 

the Word did not dwell among us :'* ff Alexander of Hierapolis demand- 

and what becomes of the name Em- ed that Theotocos should never be 

manuel ? It suggests a present God : used without Anthropotocos. Mansi, 

but it is turned into the title of a y. 875. 
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Anath. II. " If any one does not acknowledge that the Word from 
God the Father has been united hypostatically (Koff vTrwrraaiv) with 
flesh, and that He is one Christ with His own flesh, that is, the same 
at onee God and man ; let him be anathema ^." 

The Easterns do not comment on this ; but Theodoret practically 
asks, ^* What does union by hypostasis mean ? I suspect it is the no- 
tion of " fusion " in disguise ^" Cyril answers that Nestorianism has 
made the new phrase necessary : and that it means simply that there 
is one Christ, God and Man, — which truth, he adds, Theodoret him- 
self holds. In his ^^ Explanation" he gives the same account. 

Anath. III. '^ If any one divides the Hypostases after the Union, 
In regard to the one Christ, connecting them by a mere connection 
(<rwa<l}€i^) of dignity or authority or power, instead of a meeting by 
' natural ' union ; let him be anathema ^." 

It was objected by " the Easterns " that (1) Cyril in his first work ^ 
on the controversy had appeared to recognize ^Hwo hypostases : " that 
(2) to call the Union natural was to deny its supernatural character, 
to make it a mere result of physical law. (3) Theodoret objected 
that there was no real opposition between '^ connection " and '* meet- 
ing : " (4) that " natural " implied necessity : (5) that "hypostasis" 
meant " nature,"* " and as we may say" two natures" in man, there 
could be no harm in "dividing the hypostases " in the Christ. 

Cyril answers that (I) there is no inconsistency between his earlier 
and later language : he recognizes a distinction between the Godhead 
and the Manhood ; what he has to insist on is the unity of the subject 
or Person : (2) by " natural " he means " real," and Nestorius by asser- 
ting a community of honour between the Word and the Christ has 
made it necessary for him to assert an umty. An allusion to Apol- 

^ This objection to the phrase " hy- union ! Baluz. p. 147. 
postatic union " was quoted agidnst ^ Cf. Ep. ad Nest. 3. 4, 5, that to 

him in the Fifth Council. Mansi, ix. talk of such a connection is Ktvo^vla 

290. and nothing else. Nestorius' ana- 

* The sense of Koff- hrStrraffiv thema shews how desirous he was of 

seems to be, in His yerjr actual self, securing the idea that the tie between 

in His true personal being. See Art. God and man in Christ involves no 




and also adv. Theod. 2. Such a " hy- man assumed by the Word : " he still 

postatic union" is grounded on the aims, says Mercator, at bring^g in 

proposition. There is but One Son. the one Son by nature, and another 

In his anathema Nestorius condemn- linked to Him by association, who is 

ed any who said that the combination not to be called either Son or God, 

of God the Word with flesh involved except by fiction. 

a local change of the Divine essence, ^ Ep. to the Monks, c. 15. p. 11. 

or an exten^on of the flesh to take in >" See the Tome, c. 6 : ad Afros, 4. 

God, &c. Mercator remarks, "As if In his <* Dialogues " Theodoret makes 

that followed " from the hypostatic hypostasis mean person. 
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linarianism in the Easteras' remarks he meets full in front : " With 
the doctrines of ApoUinaris we have no concern whatever." (3) He 
charges Theodoret with uttering a truism ; (4) repeats his explanation 
of '' natural union," and sets aside as frivolous the attempt to make 
" natural " mean " necessary." His ohject, he says, is to exclude 
such a so-called union as is merely accidental and moral. (5) As for 
the analogy of soul and, flesh in man, Theodoret would, not separate 
them in the concrete ^ : and it is agreed on both sides that abstract- 
edly Godhead and Manhood stand apart. Similarly, in the Explana- 
tion, he repeats that an association between a Divine and a human 
person is not an Incarnation of the one Son of God. 

Anath. IV. " If any one assigns to two Persons or hypostases the 
expressions in the Gospels and Apostolic writings, used either of 
Christ by the saints, or by Christ of Himself, and refers the one set 
to a man considered by himself apart from the Word who is from 
Gods and the other set, as appropriate to the Divinity, to the Word 
who is from God the Father ; let him be anathema ^. 

" We also believe," says Andrew in effect, " in the completeness 
and inseparableness of the Union : but we object to any confusion 
or want of distinction, between the properties of Godhead and 
Manhood, — it tends to an Arian debasement of the former." Theo- 
doret takes the same line, and insists that such sayings ^' as Neither 
the Son," "If it be possible, let this cup pass away," "Save Me 
from this hour," " Why hast thou forsaken Me ? " could not be as- 
cribed to God the Word P. Cyril replies that Nestorius denounced 
" Theotocos" as an Apollinarian symbol, equivalent to " Mother of 
the Godhead," and that, as the Easterns really held the Personal 
Union, they ought not to complain of a phrase which simply as- 
sumed it; they were making out differences which did not exist. 
For himself, he fully admits that some Scriptural 'sayings were ap- 
propriate to the Divinity, others to the Humanity, and Christ, as 
God and Man, spoke now Divinely, now humanly ; but what he in- 

" This analogy is recognised by Cyril distinction of words relating to Divi- 

in his first letter to Succensus, his nity and to humanity (as did the 

letter to Valerian, and in his Scholia, ** Antiochenes " in the formulary of 

8, 27 i where he remarks that it must union,) was not to distribute them 

not be regarded as perfect. See below, between the Word and a human in. 

on Theod. Dial. ii. Cyril clearly dividual, and so to incur this anathe- 

means, not that soul and flesh are ma. The Nestorian anathema virtu- 

blended in man, but that they consti- ally charged him with applying these 

tute one man. texts to **one nature," and thus at- 

® Here irpoo't&irois occurs, clearly in tributing sufferings to the Word in 

its ecclesiastical sense. This article \b Godhead both in flesh and in Godhead, 

referred to by Cyril in Epist. p. 116, p Cited as heterodox in the Fifth 

147. He expltuns that to own the General Council, Mansi, ix. 290. 

M 
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sisted was that both sets of sayings belong to the one Christ Q. 
(This passage of itself would show how he came to accept the Antio- 
chene formulary of reunion in 433, which concludes by recogniziHg a 
distinction between the sayings respecting the Lord, Ep. ad Joan.) 
He adds some quotations, one being from Atticus, late bishop of 
Constantinople '^, on the antitheses of the Incarnation. (2) He re- 
monstrates with Theodoret for misstating his meaning. I deny, 
he says, all fusion ; L distinguish even between words of Divine and 
of human tone. What I plead for is that whether He spoke in 
majesty or in humility, it was the one Christ who spoke. Since the 
Word became Man, instead of linking Himself to a man, why should 
He not speak as Man ? The text " Neither the Son," means that 
the Word, as Man, " appropriates" to Himself human limitations of 
knowledge S just as He submitted humanly to the human sensations 
of hunger and weariness. (The expression, " appropriates econo- 
mically," here means that He made such limitations His own in ac- 
cordance with the conditions of His self-humiliation.) It is to the 
Word, but to the Word in His humiliation, or "self-emptying," that 
one must attribute the deprecations and cries of distress ^ In the 
Explanation of this Article, Cyril summarises this answer, and witlial 
shews that, like Eastern Fathers in general, he interpreted ovx o/wray- 
ftov riyqauro to ehai ttra Oc^ in Phil. 2. 6 as referring to the self- 
humiliation °, for after citing it, he adds, " but rather He lowered 
Himself to a voluntary emptying." 

Anath. V; " If any one dares to say that Christ is a man carrying 
God (®€o<l>6pov), and not rather that He is God in truth, as being 
One Son and (Son) by nature, in that the Word became flesh, and was 
partaker like ourselves in blood and flesh ; let him be anathema." 

q See below, p. 174. « Compare Cyril, Quod unus sit 
' For Atticus see Soc. vii. 2, 25. Cliristus, Pusey, pp. 373, 411. Evi- 
' Comp. Athan. Orat, c. Arian. iil. dently he understood the clause as, 
42 ff. In his Thesaurus, pp. 219, 220, << did not insist on remaining, as He 
Cyril gives this explanation, but with might have done, in the enjoyment 
it also another to the effect that He of His coequality, but consented to 
did, even as Man, know, but &yvouv assume, by Kivuais, the form of a ser- 
i^ffev oUoyofiiK&s. vant, &c." This is what was meant 
» So, ad Pulcheriam 55 (Pusey, p. by the six Bishops who wrote to 
327) he treats these expressions as the Paul of Samosata, when they said 
utterance of the *' rational soul" in that Christ emptied Himself &irb rod 
Christ : in the Thesaurus, p. 233, he chat Xca @€^, So Theodoret corn- 
gives two explanations ; (1) as in the ments, " Being God, and God by na- 
text, that His " flesh " really shrank ture, and having equality with the 
from suffering, and even that unless Father, He did not deem this a great 
He had feared, nature would not have thing ... but conceded His dignity, 
been delivered from fear; (2) another and chose the extremity of humilia- 
which is too unreal to be reverential, tion, and took on Him a human form 
that He spoke thus in order to ... wl« man ; for the assumed nature 
show that He was man. was this : He was not this, but was 
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The word Theophoros had been applied by Nestorius to Jesus re- 
garded as a man, a human individual. Theodoret claimed S. Basil's 
authority for it*; and also, by an "i^noratio elenchi," urged that 
Heb. 2. 14 was incompatiGle with any change of Godhead into flesh. 
Cyril reiterates his disclaimer of such a notion, and points out that 
Theophoros is a title fit for any holy man, in whom God "dwells y;" 
that in fact it suggests a relation identical in kind with the relation be- 
tween Him and all true Christians. He adds another caveat against 
Apollinarianism ; — "Flesh, I mean, not soulless nor mindless, but pos- 
sessing a soul and a mind." The Easterns pass over this and the next 
Article. The Explanation concludes with the words, " They then who 
dare to say that He is a man carrying God, and not rather God who 
has become man, necessarily incur the aforesaid anathematism." 

Anath. VI. " If any one says that the Word, who is from God 
the Father, is God or Lord (Scottotttv) of Christ, and does not rather 
confess that the Same is alike God and Man, since the Word became 
flesh, according to the Scriptures; let him be anathema^." 

Theodoret says here that the human nature assumed by the Word 
was called "the form of a servant" with reference to that assumption 
itself, but after the assumption was " released from the appellation 
of senitude," and called " God " because of its union with the form 
of God. The criticism seems hardly relevant : Cyril observes that 
our Lord, as Man, adopted the " servitude " which belonged to His 
human brethren ; and shews how Nestorius' words, " He, the same, 
was at once a babe and the babe's Lord," implied a dualism which 
it was needful to disallow. " The Emmanuel cannot then be called 
God and Lord of Himself^," and in the Explanation he says that it 
is most extravagant, and indeed most impious, even to think so. 

Anath. VII. " If any one says that Jesus was wrought upon by 
God the Word, and that the glory of the Only-begotten was attached 
to Him as being a different (person) from the Only-begotten ; let 
him be anathema**." 

clad with this," &c. ' Nestorius in his anathema insists 

* But he quoted S. Basil inaccur- that the Word is the Lord and Maker 

ately : what Basil spoke of was " the of the '* form of a servant," and that 

God.bearing fleth," de Spir. Sanct. He promised to raise it up by His 

8.12. Eutherius of Tyana, writing to own power. But he admits that 

John in 432, ignores the distinction, Christ is God the Word, <* forget. 

Mansi, v. 851. ting," says Mercator sarcastically, 

y S. Ignatius's name of Theophoros " hit Emmanuel." (p. 150.) 

is explained in the '* Martydom of * It was quite another thing to say 

Ignatius " as implying, ** He who that He was the God or JLord of His 

carries Christ in his breast: " but humanity. 

Funk regards it as a Greek proper ^ Nestorius condemns those who 

name, Patr. Apost. p. 172. identify the Virgin-bom man with 

M 2 
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We own, say the Easterns in effect, that He was not wrought 
upon as were prophets and apostles ; He was not on their level. But 
still we must give due weight to the Scriptural assertion that God 
wrought mightily in Christ by raising Him from the dead, &c. 
Theodoret is very brief, but refers similarly to Eph. i. 29, 20. Cyril 
replies simply, that what he aims at is to exclude the idea of an ea*- 
temal Divine operation on the Christ, seeing that He is Himself 
that very Word by whom the Father operates, that His Resurrection 
is also ascribed to Himself (e.g. S. John 2. 19,) and that it was in 
His Manhood that He, the Lord of glory, is said to have been glori- 
fied. So in the Explanation he says that those who hold what this 
Article condemns do in fact hold " two Sons." 

Anath. VIII. " If any one dares to say that * the man who was 
assumed ' ought to be adored along with God the Word *', and glo- 
rified with Him, and with Him styled God, as if different from Him 
(for the word * with,' constantly appended, will oblige us to under- 
stand it thus) and does not rather honour the Emmanuel with one 
adoration, and offer to Him one glorification, since the Word became 
flesh ; let him be anathema**." 

The Easterns here acknowledge Cyril's principle. There are 
not two persons, or two Sons: there is 'one Son, to whom is due an 
adoration presupposing such umty. They only charge Cyril with 
a petty verbal inconsistency. 

Theodoret is briefer, and acknowledges the same Christ to be 
both God and Man, and to be glorified as one ^. He speaks, how- 

the Only.begotten, Instead of saying nection with the nature of the Only- 

that, as united to the Only.begotten, begotten. Cyril's anathema is deve- 

He shares in that title. Here, says loped in the ninth of the Fifth CEcu- 

Mercator, be supposes an Only-begot- menical Council, Mansi, ix. 381. " If 

ten, a real Son of God, who yet is not any one says that Christ is adored in 

the Emmanuel ; and a " temporary" two natures, whereby two adorations 

Emmanuel, who is but titularly Son of are brought in, one proper to God 

God. By united, he meant associated, the Word, and one proper to man: 

<^ Theodore had said that the Word or if any one adores Christ on the 

gave to the man by whom He deter- theory of a taking away of the flesh, 
mined to judge all men the privilege • or a confusion of the Godhead and the 

of joint reception of adoration, so that Manhood, or as imag^ining one nature 

all should render due worship to the or essence of the elements that have 

Divine nature, but should include in come tog^ether, and does not adore by 

that adoration him who was insepa- one adoration God the Word as in- 

rably joined to Him, &c. Mansi, ix. carnate, with his own flesh ... let 

207. such a person 'be anathema." Hence, 

^ The Nestorian anathema involves no adoration is to be offered to the 

a gross misrepresentation. It con- Humanity conceived of as apart from 

demns any who say that " the form the Godhead : all adoration of the 

of a servant " is to be worshipped in Incarnate must have respect to His 

reference to its own nature ; (as if one indivisible Person. 

Cyril had said so !) and asserts that « Similarly, many years later, 

it oug'ht to be venerated for its con- Theodoret wrote to Flavian, " Him 
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ever, of " the man " as not losing what he was. Cyril replies that 
what he objects to is the notion of a duality of persons : and that 
" the man assumed by God the Word " is a phrase which would 
favour that notion. His Explanation adds nothing to these state- 
ments. 

Anath. IX. " If any one says that the one Lord Jesus Christ 
was glorified by the Spirit, in that He used the power that came 
through Him as if it were foreign to Himself, and received from 
Him the capacity of energising against unclean spirits, and of per- 
forming Divine miracles before men, instead of saying that the Spi- 
rit through whom He wrought the miracles was His own : let him 
be anathema ^" 

The Easterns again try to fasten on Cyril a charge of inconsist- 
ency. " Formerly (in Epistle to the Monks) he owned that Christ 
acted by the Spirit of God, and even was quickened by Him: now he 
seems to deny this, and to forget the text, * If I by the Spirit of God 
cast out devils.' (2) And to call the Spirit the Son's own is to 
impair the undivided action of the whole Trinity." (3) Theodoret 
again falls into an 'Mgnorafio elenchi," attacking an imagined denial of 
the anointing, &c. of Jesus by the Spirit, and accusing Cyril of ana- 
thematising prophets, apostles, Gabriel, Christ Himself. (4) He 
grants that the Spirit is the Son's own Spirit ; but denies that He 
has His being " from " or " through " the Son s. CyriJ tells the 
Easterns that their first objection is a mere cavil : he had said that 
Christ's miracles were wrought by the Spirit as His own Spirit: 
among these, of course, he included the casting out of devils. (2) His 
point was that the relation of the Spirit to Christ was not, as in the 
case of saints, an exterior relation : and in order to bring this out, 
he had called the Spirit Christ's "own," not that He was not also the 
Father's own, but that He did not thus belong to any holy man as 
such. (3) Theodoret should bear in mind some words of Nestorius, 
which appeared ^ to identify Christ's relation to the Spirit with ajiy 

(Christ) I know to be both (Jod be- Holy Spirit : which Mercator calls 

fore the ages, and Man at the end of ** inaudita.'' 

the days, and I offer one adoration as « See Swete's Hist. Doctr. of Pro- 
to the Only-begotten." Epist. 104. cess, of Holy Spirit, p. 139 ff. tracing 
On this adoration of the Incarnate, Theodoret's language on this point to 
see Athan. ad Adelph. 2. Theodore, the most extreme repre- 
' In the Epistle, c. lOj he urges sentative of the Antiochene school, as 
that Christ was not glorified by tlie opposed to the Alexandrian. In the 
Spirit as by an exterior power, for the creed ascribed to Theodore it is ex- 
Spirit is His own, and** is poured forth pressly said that the Spirit has not 
from Him, even as out of God the " His existence throug4i the Son." 
Father.*' Nestorius, by his anathema, Mansi, iv. 1348. 
implies that some process of mediation *» The words were, "This Spirit 
went on between the Word and the which bestowed on Christ such glory, 
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ordinary marrs: it was this notion that he had aimed at in^his ana- 
thematism. (4) "The Holy Spirit, as our Saviour says, proceeds 
from God the Father, but He is not foreign to the Son : for He has 
all things with the Father." In this passage he does not affirm what 
Theodoret denied, that the Spirit exists from or through the Son: 
but merely that since " all things that the Father hath are the Son's," 
the Spirit who proceeds from the Father must needs he the Son's 
own, not exterior to Him : even as S. Paul interchanges the phrases, 
"Spirit of God" and "Spirit of Christ i. And now, in his turn, 
Cyril becomes un&ir to Theodoret: for he quotes Theodoret's words, 
to the effect that Gabriel had predicted that the Christ after the flesh 
should be born of the Holy Spirit, as if they implied a separate hu- 
man Christ, — which they certainly do not. In the Explanation he 
says that the Word, when He became man, continued to be God, 
being all that the Father was, Fatherhood only excepted : " and 
therefore in working miracles He had as His own that Holy Spirit 
which is from Him (cf airrov) and essentially innate in HimK" This 
is stronger language as to the real derivation of the Spirit from the 
Son than he had used in his reply to Theodoret. 

Anath. X. " Divine Scripture says that Christ was made a High 

Heb. 3. Priest and Apostle of our confession, and He offered Himself for us 

Eoh 5 ^ ^^^ ^^^ Father for an odour of sweet smell. If any one says that it 

2. was not the actual Word from God who was made an High Priest * 

and Apostle when He became flesh, and a man like ourselves, but 

another man born of a woman, apart from Him; or, if any one 

which made Plim formidable to dse- ret affirms the single Procession in 

mons, which bestowed on Him His Hser. Fab. v. 3. written very late in 

assumption into Heaven." In them- his life. Mr. Swete says that Theo- 

selves, however, they admitted of a doret confined the Spirit's relation 

sound sense. Theodore had said much to the Son to ** consubstantiality " 

more broadly that Jesus was led by and ** mission." 

the Spirit to His duty, even as they ^ Quoted by Dr. Pusey, " On the 

wlio are led by the Spirit are called clause, * And the Son,' *' p. 130, toge- 

sons of God, and that He received ther with other passages ; e. g. The- 

justification from, and was made spot- saurus, p. 354, ** The Spirit being by 

less by the Spirit, Mansi, ix. 205. nature in Him and out of (^|) Him," 

* He avoids, here, the question of and in De recta fide ad Theod. c. 36, 

eternal derivation, and only says that (Pusey, p. 120) the Spirit which is 

since the Son has what the Father both J| oArov and t^iov avrov. In the 

has, He may be said to have as His passage in Ep. ad Nest. 3. 10, the 

own the Spirit who proceeds from the words " He (the Spirit) is poured 

Father. This is not to ** imply," as forth Trap* avrov even as ix rov . . . 

Mr. Swete represents him, (Hist. Xlorpos" refer to the Mission, but the 

Doctr. of Holy Spirit, p. 143) that Mission from the Son is based on an 

there is a sense in which the Spirit essential derivation from the Son in 

may be said to be from the Son with- Thesaurus, p. 358, &c. 

out blasphemy ; for although else- * See Nestorius in Cyril adv. Nest. 

where Cyril says as much, (see next iii. 1. and his third Sermon ap. Mer- 

note) he does not say so here. See cator. Proclus had said that *'God 

Pearson on Creed, ii. 435. Theodo- became a Priest." Homily, c. 3. 
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says that He offered the ohlation for Himself also, and not for us 
alone (for He who knew no sin would not have needed an oblation) 
let him be anathema™." 

The Easterns here insist on our Lord's Humanity as character- 
ising His Priesthood. " God the Word," they say, " could not be our 
Priest," meaning, obviously, as God the Word : for they proceed to 
admit the personal unity. "The union," they say emphatically, 
" remains for ever : at the same time, amid the sufferings of the flesh, 
the Godhead, though inseparable, remaned impassible . • . Where- 
fore we acknowledge one and the same as Son, the natures remaining v 
unblended (aovyx'^tov) and we say not, one and another, God forbid ! 
but one and the same ; " and they proceed to describe Christ as our 
High Priest, but not as a human person apart from the Word. Theo- 
doret infers from Heb. 5. 1 ff that He who was " made perfect through 
sufferings, and by experience of suffering learned obedience, and 
offered up supplications with tears to Him who could save Him from 
death," could not be the impassible Word, but that which was assumed 
by the Word, which was mortal and passible ", &c. Here he docK 
not say " he who was assumed ; " yet at the close of his objection her 
drifts back, as it were, into Nestorianising language: Jesus was 
called, in Heb. 3. 1 , " faithful to Him that made him ;" but no ortho- 
dox person would apply the phrase, " a thing made," to the Word,: 
but to " Him who was of the seed of David." 

Cyril answers the Easterns at some length ; in the course of his 
remarks he quotes a passage from Nestorius to the effect that He 
who was sent to be our High Priest " advanced by degrees to the 
High-priestly dignity." This might assuredly bear a sound sense ; 
but Cyril vehemently denounces it as quite irreconcileable with the 
personal Divinity of our Lord. He then says that what he contends 
for is this — ^that Jesus, our High Priest, is God who has become 
Man, is our High Priest as having become Man^, and could not have 

"o In the basis passage, Ep. ad Nest. ^ Both parties reject the Arian no- 

3. 9, be insists that the Son became tion (found, e.g. in Milton) ** that 

the Mediator, and offered up His own our Lord's Priesthood preceded His 

body, not for Himself but for us : and Incarnation, and belonfi^ed to His Di. 

we do not assign to a man different vine nature, and was in consequence 

from Himself (i.e. to a merely human the token of an inferior divinity .... 

Christ) ** the name and the reality of The Catholic doctrine is, that the Di. 

Priesthood." The Nestorian article vine Word is Priest in and according 

insists on assigning, as regards ** ob. to His Manhood," Newman, Athan. 

lationem," " quae Dei" to the Only- Treatises, ii. 245, ed. 2. i. e. so Car as 

begotten, ** quse hominis " to the man relates to sacrificial Priesthood, as 

united to Him, i.e. to the human and distinct from that sort of Mediation 

titular Emmanuel. which belongs to Him as Word. 

° The passage was quoted as bete- Theodoret says in Epist. 145, ** He 

redox in the Fifth General Council, ** is called an High Priest not as God, 

Mansi, ix. 291. " but as Man, and He offers as man, 
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been so if He had not become Man. To Theodoret be replies that 
Nestorius had ima^ned a merely accidental and moral union: he lays 
2 Cor. 8. stress on the text, " Though He was rich, yet for your sakes He be- 
^* came poor," as incompatible with such a theory : he urges that the 

vast condescensions of God should not be cavilled at as humiliating 
to His Majesty, but welcomed as marvellous evidences of His love, 
and that although the High Priesthood in question was dependent 
on our Lord's Humanity, it was exercised by Him as personally 
Divine. Similarly, in the Explanation, he says, that "being by nature 
Lord oC the universe, He lowered Himself . . . and was called our 
High Priest . . . inasmuch as the limitations of His humanity imposed 
this office upon Him." 

Anath. XI. " If any one does not acknowledge the Lord's flesh to 
be lifegiving, and proper to the Word Himself who is from God the 
Father, but regards it as the flesh of some other than Himself, who 
was connected with Him in dignity, or who really had God dwelling 
within him, and not as lifegiving, as we said, because it became pro- 
per to the Word who has power to give life to all things ; let him be 
anathema P." 

The Easterns' criticism is here peculiarly captious. Of course, they 
say, all admit that Christ's flesh " belongs " to Him, and not to any one 
else ; therefore, this reiteration of " proper " is suspicious ; it seems 
to intimate an ApoUinarian idea, as if His flesh were not of human 
origin. 2) And why should Cyril condemn the phrase, " connected 
with Him by dignity," when he had himself acknowledged the exalta- 
tion of humanity in Christ ? 3) Theodoret owns the Word to have 
flesh, but asks. Why not add " mind ? " and treats Cyril's admission 
of the diversity of the two natures as wrung from him. Here again 
Theodoret is conspicuously unfair. Cyril answers ; By calling the 
flesh the Word's own, I meant to exclude the notion that it belonged 

"but He receives 'the ISacrifice as For being by nature life, as God, 
'* God, with the Father and the Holy when He became one with His own 
Spirit." Compare Cyril adv. Nest, flesh, He rendered (kvifpiiv^v) it 
iii. 2, that the Word, as Man, is act- lifegiving.** Nestorius anathemati. 
ing as Priest in heaven. ses any who say that the flesh 
p Cp. Ep. ad Nest. 3. 7. " We cele- united (i. e. conjoined) to the Word 
brate the bloodless service, and ap> is by its own natural capacity life, 
proach to the sacred Eucharistic ele- giving, contrary to S. John 6. 63. 
ments, and are sanctified by being Another ignoratio elenchi. Cyril 
made partakers of the holy Flesh and calls it lifegiving as being the Life- 
precious Blood . . . and not as if re- giver's own, in ad Pulcheriam, c. 56 
ceiving common flesh, or that of a (Pusey, p.329); " when He made the 
man connected with the Word by body received from the Holy Virgin 
oneness of dignity, or as having God His own. He rendered it lifegiving, 
dwelling in him ; but as truly life- and with good reason, for it is tlie 
giving, and as the Word's own flesh, body of the all-quickening Life.'* 
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to a separate human person : it was Nestorius^s absurd remark, that 
our Lord said, " He who eateth My Flesh," not, " He who eateth 
My Godhead 9," which constrained me to show that His Fiesli was 
" proper to the Word." Let us not, he adds, complain of the vast- 
ness of the Condescension, but recognise the body of Christ, in 
Athanasius's language, as the Body of the Incarnate Word. He dis- 
claims the notion that it came down from heaven, as unsupported by 
the words of 8. John 3. 13. Theodoret, he observes, might as well 
ask why mind was not mentioned in S. John L 14. " Flesh " is often 
used to signify the whole of man. In the Explanation he emphasises 
that reference to the Holy Eucharist which had been made in the 
Third Epistle. " We perform the holy and lifegiving and bloodless 
Sacrifice in the churches, not believing that which is set before ns 
(irpoKUfiivov) to be the body of a common man, one of ourselves, nor 
again the precious Blood; but rather receiving them as having become 
the Body and Blood which belong to the Word who gives life to all 
things. For common flesh cannot give life, and this the Saviour 
Himself attests, saying, ^ The flesh profiteth nothing : the spirit is 
that which gives life.' For since it has become the Word's own, on 
this account it is thought of as, and is, lifegiving ^" 

Anath. XII. " If any one does not acknowledge that the Word of 
God suffered in flesh, and was crucified in flesh, and tasted death in 
flesh, and became firstborn from the dead, in that He is life and life- 
giving, as God ; let him be anathema "." 

Again the Easterns try to set Cyril against Cyril. In his Epistle 
to the Monks, they say, he admitted the impassibility of the God- 
head. How then could the Word be said to suffer ? " It was not 
God, connected with the flesh who suffered : it was the flesh united 
to God the Word which suffered what was natural to it, by His own 
permission : " qualifying the phrase, " suffered injlesh,^^ does not save 
the impassibility. It still comes to this, the Word was passible. In 
acccordance with His own nature ? In that case, either the Father 
is also passible, or the Word's Deity is other than His, i. e. the Word 
is not coessential. Or was it contrary to His Nature? But how 
could He be under duress ? If it be said, '* He had a fitting object, 

1 See this in adv. Nest. iv. 6. Cyril has the salvo, " although He was Im- 

is justly severe on this absurd speci- passible in His own nature," and 

men of false antithesis. *' He was in the crucified body, appro. 

' In adv. Nest. iv. 5 he contends priating to Himself, impassibly, the 

that the benefits of the Holy Com- sufferings of His own flesh." The 

munion are not to be limited to a Nestorian article is unobjectionable, 

reception of the Holy Spirit, It merely forbids to assign the suffer- 

■ Here to read the article apart ings alike to the Word and to the 

from the letter might have an unfor- flesh, ** sine discretione dignitatis na- 

tunate effect. For it is the letter that turarum." 
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> Orat. e. .^rL m. 32. ILi -r-~ 
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them, and flatly refused to have any part in a negotiation with the 
writer ^. It was however determined that Paul, bishop of Emesa ®, 
should visit Alexandria as John's agent^ He brought a letter i» 
which Cyril was requested to withdraw his articles, and to give further 
explanation of his meaning according to the promise contained in his 
letter to Acacius. The letter was displeasing to CyriH; but when 
Paul produced, as a new basis of reunion, a doctrinal formulary 
which was, in fact, a recension of one drafted by the Antiochenes at 
Ephesus, in 431 ®, as a counter-document to Cyril's articles, the 
latter accepted it, although its wording was somewhat different from 
his favourite phraseology. After a preamble, it proceeded thus'; 
" We acknowledge one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of Gdd, the Only- 
begotten, perfect God and perfect ManS, of a reasonable soul and 
a body'^: begotten of the Father before the ages, as to the Godhead, 
but at the end of the days, the Selfsame, of the Virgin Mary, as to the 
Manhood, for us and for our salvation : the same coessential with the 
Father as to the Godhead, and coessential with us as to the Man- 
hood ^ For there took place a uiiion of two natures : therefore we 
acknowledge one Christ, one Son, one Lord ^, According to this con- 
ception of the Union without confusion we acknowledge the Holy 
Virgin to be God's Mother, because God the Word was incamatCy 
and became Man, and from the very conception united to Himself 
the temple which He received from her^ As for the Evangelical 

^ lb. 65, 67. man." Eutyches had never, until bis 

*" For Paul see Tillemont, xiv. 528. trial in 448, admitted that Christ was 

Compare John's letter, Synod. 7Q» " coessential with us as man/* Vin- 

^ " This letter," he says, " I did not cent of Lerins, in 434, said that 

accept," Epist. p. 111. See it in Christ's human "substance" was 

Synod. 80. <* consubstantaiis matri," Commo* 

« See Synod. 22. Cf. Tillemont, nit. 13. 

xiv. 531. ^ Here the sense of " an union of two 

' Cyril, Ep. ad Joan. (Pusey, p. 44.) natures" is defined to be their union 

^ Compare this phrase in Athan. in one personality. This, as distinct 

c. Apollin. i. 16; and see the Qui- from any "fusion" which would ab« 

cunque. Alexander had recently urged sorb one into the other, or blend one 

that Cyril should be required to own with the other, was what Cyril had 

Christ to be both God and Man, Sy- maintained : and, as he afterwards 

nod. 58. ' pointed" out, when the Easterns ad- 

^ Compare the Quicunque. mitted this, they made a chasm be« 

* This phrase, whioh occurs in tween themselves and Nestorianism, 

Nestorius' 3rd Sermon, preached in Epist. to Acac. Melit. (in Epistles, 

reply to Proclus, (see Marius Merca- p. 115.) 

tor, p. 72, ed. Baluz.) was not in gene- ^ According to Nestorius, He who 

ral use among Churchmen at this time, was bom of Mary was not God the 

Newman's Athan. Treat, i. 168. It Word, but a titular Emmanuel : and 

received cecumenical sanction by be- the "temple," in his way of speaking, 

ing inserted into the " Definition" of meant, not the body assumed by the 

Chalcedon. Yet Cyril had owned in Divine Son or Word, but this human 

adv. Nest. iii. 3 that the Son had be- Christ who became His habitation, 

come "coessential with us, that is. See Marius Mercator, pp. 143, 55. 
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and Apostolical sayings respecting the liord, we know that theologians 
make some common, as relating to the one Person*, and distinguish 
others as belonging to two natures °*, and that they refer to Christ's 
Godhead those which indicate Divine majesty, and to the Manhood 
those which indicate humiliation." 

Paul found Cyril unexpectedly easy to treat with" ; received from 
him a corresponding profession of faith ^, and after disowning Nesto- 
rius in a written document, and publicly affirming the Theotocos by 
word of mouth P, was allowed to communicate, and even to preach in 
the cathedral of Alexandria, on Christmas Day 432. He delighted 
his auditors by announcing the good tidings of the Nativity in the 
unequivocal sentence, " Mary, God's Mother, gives birth to the Em- 
manueH !" He added that the Word had *' completely assumed our 
nature," and disclaimed all belief in a '* Quaternity." He preached 
again on the 1*^ of January ^ taking care to insist on the impassi- 
bility of the Word in His Godhead, and expluning ^^ The Word be- 
came flesh " as equivalent to, ^' He assumed our flesh and dwelt in 
our nature," so that this text indicated the one Person and two Na- 
tures : and Cyril, in a short address, approved of Paul's statements. 
It must have been a great satisfaction to him to answer Paul's 
question, " Do you accept Athanasius' letter to Epictetus ?" by com- 
paring Paul's copy with the authentic text, proving that it repre- 
sented a corrupt text, and permitting him to make correct copies for 
use in Syria". But some further negodations were required by 
John's reluctance to acquiesce in the condemnation of Nestorius. 
On this point Cyril firmly insisted^: he had the support of Theodo- 

* Properly, all belong to the the Lord spoke both BeoTrpeircos and 

one Person, as Athanasius mtimates, avd^vlwws" Thereupon John re- 

Orat. c. Aii. iii. 41, and as Cyril plied that it was therefore necessary 

explains in Epistles p. 117, 134, 150, to distinguish the texts. But ** these 

and Theodoret admits. Dial. iii. (cp. words," Cyril adds, "are his, not 

Hooker v. 53. 4.) hot some texts spe- mine,*' Epist. p. 120. Yet the idea 

dally refer to Him as both God and which they represent is expressed in 

Man, e.g. (as Cyril says in Ep. 1 to Apol. adv. Orient. 4. 

Acac Melit. and Ep. 2 to Succensus) ^ Ep. ad Joan. (Posey, p. 42.) 

Heb. 13. 8, Rom. 9. 5. The distinc- Paul, however, had to give up plead- 

tion, says Cyril to .\cacius, might seem ing for certain Nestorianising prelates 

subtle, but it had been thought ne- who had been dqrased, Cyr. Epist. 

cessaiy as a safeguard against Apolli- p. 157. 

narianism, and diso against the Arian ** Paul*s LibeDus, Man«[, y. 288. 

sense irf applying the texts of the hu- » Cvril, to Theognostus, &c. Epist. 

nianitv to the '* Divinity** (in a de. p. 15d. 

graded sense of the term.) John, * Mansi, v. 293. The people ex- 
it seems« wrt>te to swne friends, that claimed, »» This is the faith ; this is 
C)Til now t^earty adniitttni the differ, what we wanted to hear." 
eiice of tlie natunx*, and divideti the * Mansi, v. 297. 
8a>*iuflrs bt^tweeu the natures. Cj-ril » Cyril, Epbt, pp. 120, 140, 156. 
explalneti to Acacius, that he liad « He said in effect to Paul, " Your 
written to John tliat he '' knew tluit own dedaration sufficfs for you per. 
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sins, and at last John gave way, in April of 433 ". The peace be- 
ing* then established, Cyril wrote to John the celebrated letter, 
sometimes cited as " Lsetentur cceli" from the Latin reading of 
its first words ^. It is the letter which was associated by the Coun- 
cil of Chalcedon with the second letter to Nestorius, as a joint 
standard of oi^thodoxy y. In it Cyril recites the formulary which 
Paul had presented to him on the part of the Easterns, and repeats his 
own disavowal of Apollinarianism. The notion that Christ's flesh was 
brought down from heaven he treats as an absurdity. He explains 
the sense in which Christ is called " the Lord from heaven " or "the 
Son of Man which came down from heaven." He asserts the unity 
of the Christ, with a recognition of the difference of the natures from 
which the Union was effected. He urges John to "stop the mouths 
of those who say that the Word was commingled with flesh :" some, 
perhaps, accused him of holding such an notion ; but he considers it 
as madness to impute- even a " shadow of turning" to the changeless 
nature of the Word, who is Himself impassible, even though He at- 
tributes to Himself, " by an economic appropriation 2, the suffering 
of that flesh which was His own." For himself, he follows the senti- 
ments of Fathers, " especially those of the blessed and far-famed 
Athanasius, avoiding any deviation whatsoever." He sent with his 
letter an authenticated copy of the letter to Epictetus. 

Such was the Reunion of 433. Tillemont hesitates not to say 
that " the Easterns rendered a great service to the Church by delay- 
ing their condemnation of Nestorianism until S. Cyril had stifled 
before-hand the heresy of Eutyches by expressing himself more fully 
than he had ever done before*. It is clear that Cyril did not get all 
that he might have wished for. His " Articles " were kept in the 
back-ground. As Theodoret took care to remark afterwards**, he did 
not mention them in the arrangement of the " peace :" but on the 
other hand, he had, shortly before, expressly declined to withdraw 

son ally: but I must have a similar Pope Leo believe: eternal remem- 

declaration from the bishop of An- brance to Cyril ; as his letters run, 

tioch." Epist. p. in. so do we think.'* 

" See Cyril, Epist. p. 153 for John's * *OtK€l»<riv oiKoyofiiicfiv. For oiicef- 

letter, the form of which he himself axris compare Cyril Ep. ad Nest. 3. 

had worded. Cf. Tillemont, xiv. 6. "He was in the crucified body, 

542. iiraO&s oiK€toi^fi€ifos the sufferings of 

' '* Let the heavens rejoice, and let His own flesh:" based on c. Apollio. 

the earth be glad : for the mid-wall of ii. 16. OlKovofiiK^y does not mean 

partition is broken down," &c. Ep. to unreal, but *'in accordance with the 

John, (Pusey, p. 40.) John thought dispensation of His Incarnation," as 

it quite satisfactory, as expelling the the context shews, abrhs olKovofiHv 

idea of one nature, Synod. 86. rh fivvT'fipiov, Cf. p. 162. 

y Mansi, vi. 960. On hearing both ^ Tillemont, xiv. 545. 
these letters read, the bishops exclaim. ^ Theod. Epist. 112, written In 

ed, ** So do we all believe : so does 449. 
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them. Tlie formulary supplied what was lacldng in his earlier state- 
ments : it insisted on a side of truth which he had, to say the least, 
refrained from making prominent: if it asserted the hypostatic union 
in effect, and set the acknowledgment ot the Theotocos on a satisfac- 
tory hasis, it also excluded all negation of a real and a permanent 
manhood of Christ, to which should be referred the texts of the hu- 
manity. But it sufficiently guarded the oneness of Christ : and if it 
secured this, it secured all. The "understanding" arriyed at did not 
escape criticism. Some adherents of the Alexandrian or Cyrilline 
school were alarmed at what seemed to them a compromise perilous 
to the truth. Not only, they observed, was the phraseology different 
from that of the Twelve Articles, but a celebrated phrase, not con- 
tained in the Articles, but elsewhere adduced by Cyril as found in 
Athanasius, was ignored, and apparently by implication proscribed. 
That phrase was, '' One ^ nature ' (<^iKris) of God the Word, (bat a 
nature) incarnate." The tract in which it occurs, and which 
Cyril took to be Athanasian ^, has since his time been treated as at 
least dubious, and as not improbably an Apollinarian production. 
It was however employed by Cyril, in his treatise against Nestorius, 
as an affirmation of the hypostatic oneness^; in other words, he 
understood <f>v<nq to mean the very " Ego" of the Divine Word, who 
could not, when He stooped to our humanity, cease to be singly and 
indivisibly Himself. Thus, when some of his friends in 433 ex- 
pressed to him their misgivings, he answered, generally, that the 
Eastern "brethren" had proved themselves to be not Nestorians, 
but really believers in one Christ^; and particularly, that the formu- 
lary was not inconsistent with the phrase in question, because it 

^ See Leonthis in Galland. xii. 739, be plainer than that here fiia 4>^a'is 

quoting the Apollinarian Poleroon k,t.\. means, ** Even after the Incar- 

as ascribing this phrase to Apollin- nation took place, He was still the 

aris : and cp. the compilation called one selfsame Divine Word, although 

Patrum Doctrina de Verbi Incama- He had taken our flesh." This is not 

tione in Mai's Collect. Nov. vii. 16. Monophysitisra, but orthodoxy. 

* Adv. Nest. ii. 1. (Pusey, p. 94.) * SeeEp. 1. to Acaciusof Melitene, 

He is excluding a mere ** accidental Cyril, Epist. p. 113. (Here he notices 

connection," and insisting on a " real an objection that the formulary of re. 

nnion." '*The Only-begotten," he union was a violation of the Ephe- 

says, *' being God, became Man." sian Council's prohibition of any 

That is the one point. **Thus He is "difl'erent creed," from the Nicene, 

to be thought of as one and only." and replies that to make an explana- 

Whatever is said about God or Man tion, as the Easterns had done, is not 

in the Incarnation refers to Him, is Katvoroju^o-ai ff6fifio\ov,) So Ep. 2, 

said &s i^ ivhs wpo(r<&7rov, Mia yhp to Succensus, Epist. pp. 147, 149. 

^J5t? vourai ^<J<ris, /ifxA r^v tvtofftv, " Wherein do the words of the 

^ ahrov rov /i6yov <r€(rapK<afi4vr\, just Antiochene brethren agree with the 

as we may reasonably understand in novelties of Nestorius ?" so Ep. to 

our own case, for there is really one Valerian, " The Easterns then be- 

man composed of dissimilar things, I lieve that His Person (icp6ff(oTFov) is 

mean soul and body. Nothing can one." Epist. p. 171. 
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affirmed that God the Word had hecome Man ^ To him, then, the 
"one nature incarnate" was virtually equivalent to the "one hypostasis 
incarnate," a phrase which he had himself adopted in the famous 
letter of "the twelve Articles 8:" and it would have heen well for the 
peace of the Church, and the due proportion of Catholic truth, if he 
had felt himself at liherty to substitute this phrase for the former. 

On the other hand, the Reunion was not accepted by the whole 
of the Antiochene patriarchate. Andrew of Samosata, after some 
hesitation, followed John in resuming communion with Cyril \ 
Theodoret considered the " Laetentur cceli " to be satisfactory in 
point of doctrine, but held that to accept it and to acquiesce in the 
condemnation of Nestorius would be a gross inconsistency K But he 
did not go so far as his own metropolitan, Alexander of Hierapolis* 
whose passionate attachment to the cause of Nestorius, and equally 

' See Cyril. Epist. pp. 116, 133, "He suffered in the nature of man. 
137. There is indeed something hood,*' does not wrong the mystery 
which at first sight needs explanation unless it is asserted in a perverse 
in his wordsto Acacius, Epist. p. 115, sense, Epist. p. 145. This letter 
that " after the union of the two na- shows how he felt himself constrain, 
tures, their separation being annulled, ed to use the word <f>6a-ts in two 
we believe the nature of the Son to senses, at the risk of some confusion, 
be one, but of one who became man, In his letter to Eulogius he says that 
&c." But what is the "separation an- the true sense of fAia <pv<ri5 was ac- 
nulled?'* The diversity which in every knowledged, if with some obscurity 
case except that of the Incarnation of language, by the Easterns, when 
keeps Godhead and Manhood apart, they owned that the Son of God was 
He means, "Considered apart from Himself born of a woman. Epist. 
Christ, *God* and *man' represent p. 134. See Card. Newman, Tracts 
two beings: as Christ *God' and Theol. and Eccl. p. 321. The Fifth 
* man ' represent one being, who is Council distinguished the lawful from 
truly God and truly Man.*' The point the unlawful use of this phrase, Anath . 
insisted on is that our Lord is the 8 ; and Aquinas explains it as mean, 
same " He " as He was before His ing that " natura Verbi Dei camem 
Incarnation : and so /x/a ^l<ris is pre- univit sibi in persona ;*' Sum. 3. 2. 1. 
sently explained by %v itpitrwcov. In ' Ep. ad Nest. 3. 8. (Pusey, p. 28.) 
Ep. 2. to Succensus he meets the ob- In Ep. to Valerian, also, he uses 
jection. If Christ is perfect man as tiF6ffrouns as equivalent to ipdffis in 
well as perfect God, man's ^^(ris must the comparison from soul and body 
subsist in Him : how then can there making up one (&ov, a man, Epist. 
be but one <p<>ffis of the Word ? by p. 160. Comp. adv. Orient. 8. 
explaining " one ^^o-<f, but that in- ^ Compare Synod. 98, 106. 
camate" as="the one and only * Theod. Epist. 171; Synod. 95. 
Son of God, but th^ Son as having Surely the 121st chapter of the Sy- 
come to exist under human condi. nodicon, with its bitter and perverse 
tions." Further on, he says that misrepresentations of this same letter 
this ^i^cris bei^me Man : i. e. the one of Cyril's, must have been wrongly as- 
Son became man. In the same let. cribed to Theodoret. He did not in- 
ter he says, " although they speak of deed condemn Nestorius until he was 
the ^{ktis of manhood and of God- practically constrained by the Council 
head in the Emmanuel, yet the man- of Chalcedon to do so, Oct. 26, 451. 
hood became the Word's own," and Later, in the " libellus " addressed to 
he adds that it is best to keep to Sporacius, and in Hser. Fab. iv. 12, 
the Scriptural expression, " suffered he spoke of Nestorius with even ex.' 
in flesh," although the proposition, cessive severity. 
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passionate aversion to ''the Egyptian," impelled him to suspend com- 
munion with the see of Antioch itself^. And after a time, a friendly 
correspondence took place between Cyril and Theodoret in reference 
to the former's criticism on Julian's work against Christianity ^ 
Here at least was common ground, on which these men, zealous 
Christians both, could meet and forget old quarrels. It was, unfor- 
tunately, their lot to be again in collision with each other, when in 
438 Cyril denounced the theology of Diodore and Theodore ™ : but 
if we may, as surely we must, set aside the " atrocious ^ " letter which 
Theodoret was said to have written ®, and the scarcely less scandalous 
sermon which he was sidd to have delivered, by way of a paean after 
Cyril's death, it is reasonable to think that when that event took 
place in 444, Theodoret's feelings were not inconsistent with his re- 
ferences in 448 to " Cyril of blessed memory P." 

But the accession of Dioscorus to the Alexandrian throne was the 
beginning of new troubles for Theodoret. The extreme anti-Nesto- 
rian party at Constantinople had its stronghold in the monasteries, 
and its representative man in Eutyches, an old archimandrite or 
abbot, who, as appears from the account of his trial in the No- 
vember of 448, was in effect a personage of importance ^ ; while 
Theodosius II. innth some high officials of his court, such as Nomus 
and Chrysaphius ^, gave practical countenance to men who regarded 
themselves as bound to carry on Cyril's work, and to " stamp out " 
the remains of the conquered heresy. " Was not Theodoret himself 
open to grave suspicion ? Did he not avow his attachment to the 
teaching of Theodore ? Was he not the friend of the Nestorianising 
Ibas of Edessa ", and of that avowed Nestorian partisan, the ex-count 

k Synod. 93, 100, 104. Mansi, ix. 295. To treat it as genu- 

* See Theodoret's letter to Dios- ine would be to vilify Theodoret. The 
corns, Ep. 83. extract from a ** sermon " is pre- 

" See extracts from Theodoret's served by M ercator (p. 339.) ; it be- 

reply to Cyril's censure of Theodore's gins, " No one now compels any one 

comment on Psal. 8, quoted in the to blaspheme." See Tillemont, xiv. 

Fifth General Council, Mansi, ix. 253. 784—786. 

Theodoret here relapses into Nesto- p See Theod. Epist. 83 and 86. 

rhinizing language and polemical bit- Too much stress, indeed, should not be 

temess: it was, says Tillemont, xv. laid on a respectful phrase of this 

257, *' the last spark" of the old fire, kind : for Theodoret appears to have 

Before this, Cynl had been Informed seen no harm in ecclesiastical dupli- 

by a priest named Daniel, that Theo- cities, such as he records in H. E. ii. 

doret had not <* thoroughly got rid of 29 ; iv. 11. 

the stain of Nestorianism : " and he i See Fleury, b. 27, c 28. 

wrote in consequence to John, Synod. ' See Tillemont, xv. 438. 

210. > Tillemont, xv. 468. The charges 

" Newman's Hist. Slcetches, p. 359. against Ibas, made early in his epis- 

• This letter is reckoned as Theo- copate, were renewed in 445 : but the 
doret's Ep. 180, (Schulze, iv. 1362.) solemn trial at Antioch did not take 
It was read in the Fifth Council, place until 448. 
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Irenaeus, recently in the great see of Tyre * ? Was it not clear that 
under the pretext of denouncing a revival of Docetic and Valentinian 
fancies ^, he was really striking at ' the one nature of the Incar- 
nate?' Was he not making himself a centre of unity for Syrian 
bishops, holding conferences with them at Antioch, and doubtless 
creating a crypto-Nestorian party * ? *' Some clerics of Osrhoene ^^ 
and some Eutychianising monks, ambitious, as he says, of ruling 
the Church *, but without any claim to consideration on the ground 
of learning or of services to her cause % were active in aspersing him 
as a heretic. He bent himself, therefore, to the task of retorting 
this charge, and did so in a work to which he gave the names of 
" Eranistes" and " Polymorphus," by way of indicating that the main- 
tainers of the then " nascent**" Eutychianism were but in fact, " col- 
lectors of scraps " from " multiform" theories more or less Gnostic 
in character. The book, which may be assigned to 446 — 7 ^i con- 
sists of three Dialogues, known respectively by the titles ^' Immu- 
tabilEs, Inconfusus, Impatibilis," and followed up by a series of 
^* proofe " cast into a " syllogistic form." In the Dialogues, " Or- 
thodox," who represents Theodoret's own position, is opposed to 
" Ecanistes," who stands for Eutyches, or rather, perhaps, for " Eu- 
tychians" in general. The work has been fiercely censured by 
Gamier ^, as essentially, though not openly, Nestorian ; but Tillemont 
drily sets aside this censor with the remark, ^' Sa passion est visible, 
et ses preuves foibles," and ranks himself with those who hold *' that 
the doctrine maintained in the Dialogues is as orthodox as that which 
he there combats is contrary to the belief of the Church ®." Certainly, 
if we compare the first two Dialogues with the critique on Cyril's 
Articles, we should see that the stream of the writer's thoughts, 
once turbid enough under the influence of friendship for Nestorius 
and hostility to '' the Egyptian," had now substantially worked itself 
clear. And although the third Dialogue is verbally antagonistic to 
Cyril's last Article, Theodoret seems to hold and assert what the 
Article was meant to guard. On the whole, we have in the Eranistes 
a work of remarkable interest and of permanent value for theological 
students ; it should be read, or at least consulted, in connection with. 

t Tillemont, xv. 264. of the latter part of 449, Epbt. 16, 

« See Theod. Epist. 82, 145. 130 : and probably in one of 447—8, 

' Epist. 82. Ep. 83. Tillemont dates the compo- 

y Epist. 87. sition before Theodoret's confinement 

* Epist. 81. Tillemont says, "These to Cyrrhos, by an order of Theodo- 
passages apply very well to Eutyches," sius, at the end of 447 or the begin- 
XV. 482. ning of 448, xv. 270, 275. 

* Preface to the Eranistes. ^ Dissert, de libris Theodoreti, 2. 6. 
b Newman, Hist. Sketches Hi. 338. i. 13. 

« He certainly refers to it in letters * Tillemont, xv. 340, 372. 

N 
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the Tome of Leo and the Definition of Chalcedon. Some illustra- 
tions of its purport will he found in a letter written hy Theodoret, 
ahout the same time, to Dioscorus of Alexandria ^ He hegins by 
referring to Scriptural incidents for support under the trial of misre- 
presentation, and proceeds, in effect, thus : " 1 have read your letter 
to archbishop Domnus of Antioch ; I learn from it that some per- 
sons, 15 at the most, after arriving at Alexandria, accused me of 
having, in a sermon at Antioch, divided the one Christ into two Sons. 
I wish you had not believed this falsehood : I could appeal to the 
multitudes who have heard me preach before three bishops of Antioch 
during the past twenty-five years: neither bishop nor cleric has 
found fault with sermons of mine, and the ' Christ-loving ' laity have 
always listened to me with pleasure ; this I say purely in my own de- 
fence, as Paul was ' constrained to become a fool in glorying.' Many 
faults have I ; but my faith, alone, as I hope, will win me pardon. 
I hold to the Nicene doctrine ; I believe one Father, one Spirit, and 
one Christ, the Son of God, who became Man, and whose Mother is 
therefore called Theotocos. * Those who divide this one Christ into 
two persons we separate from the portion of Christ's servants.' In 
Christ is both Divinity and humanity ; yet ' it is the same who was 
Grod before the ages, and Man born of the Virgin,' as Thomas called 
Him both Lord and God ^, I have learned this from Scripture, and 
from Alexander and Athanasius, ^ who adorned your Apostolic see,' 
and from Basil and Gregory, &c. That I 'use the treatises of blessed 
Theophilus and Cyril, in order to stop the mouths of those who ven- 
ture to gainsay, my writings themselves bear witness.' I have quoted 
them against those who deny the difference between Christ's flesh 
and His Godhead, and say sometimes that the Divine nature was 
turned into flesh, sometimes that the flesh was changed into the na- 
ture of Godhead. For those teachers plainly teach the difference 
between the two natures, and the immutability of the Divine : and 
while they call Christ's flesh divine as having become the Word's^ 
they reject, as impious, the notion that its nature was changed^nto 
that of the Godhead. You know, I think, that Cyril of blessed me- 
.mory often wrote to me; when he sent to John ef Antioch some. 

' Epist. 83 : Tillemont, xv. 279. but Dioscorus paid no heed to his re- 

Theodoret had written to Dioscorus, presentations, and when those who 

shortly before, professing adhesion to had accused Theodoret at Alexandria 

the compact ^dth Cyril, and accep- anathematized him in full church, the 

tance of Cyril's letter (to John) and patriarch rose and confirmed their 

of Athanasius' letter to Epictetus. words, Ep. 86. 
Dioscorus replied by a letter to the « Here Theodoret departs utterly 

effect that certain charges had been from Theodore, who explained away 

proved against Theodoret, see Epist. S. Thomas's words as a thanksgiving 

86. Theodoret then wrote Ep. 83 ; to God, Mansi, ix. 209. 
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writingfs of his to be shewn to Eastern theologians, I read them with 
admiration, and wrote to Cyril, who replied to me, recognising my 
careful study and kindly feeling ; and this letter of his I keep. . . . 
Let your Holiness turn away from false accusers, and endeavour 
either to reclaim those who attempt to corrupt the true doctrine, or, 
if they are irreclaimable, drive them out of the fold. That I really 
believe as I have said, my commentaries and my anti-Arian writings 
will show. To sum up all — ' if any one does not confess the Virgin 
to be Theotocos, or calls Christ a mere man, or divides the one 
Only-begotten into two Sons, let him fall from his hope in Christ, and 
let all the people say. Amen, Amen.'" 

In the following abstract of the argument of the three Dialogues, 
the actual words, when specially interesting or important, are given 
between inverted commas. 



DIALOGUE I. '' IMMUTABILIS:' 

Orthodox. ** It were better for us to be of one mind : but since 
you bring forward new opinions, let us amicably inquire into the 
truth." 

Eranistes. I need no inquiry, for I hold the truth. 

O. So say heretics and Pagans. But let us not be enslaved to pre- 
conception, but discuss the question on purely Scriptural grounds. 
This is to keep the straight road. Now first as to "essence, hypos- 
tases, persons, properties ;" " do we say that there is one essence of 
God the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, according to 
Scripture and the Nicene Council, or do we follow the blasphemy 
of Arius? 

E. We confess one essence of the Holy Trinity. 

O. Is hypostasis different from, or synonymous with, essence ? 

E. Is there any difference between them ? 

O. Well, secular philosophy identifies it with essence ^ : essence 
being what " is," hypostasis what " subsists." But according to the 

^ "The whole school of secular which indicates and circumscribes 

learning understands by hypostasis what is general and uncircumscribed 

nothing else than usia.'* 80 says Je- in anything by means of manifest 

rome, Epist. 15. 4; cf. Newman, properties," so that in regard to the 

Athan. Treatises, i. 70. See S. Atha- Trinity it means that which dlstin- 

nasius, ad Afros 4. Theodoret seems guishes the Father from the Son, &c. 

to be following S. Basil, who says Epist. 38. cp. Epist. 214. 4 : 236. 6. 

expressly that ** hypostasis is not the Similarly S. Greg. Naz. Orat. 42. 16. 
general notion of essence, bat that 

N 2 
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Fathers *, hypostasis is to essence as the particular to the general, as 
species to genus. Hence hypostasis, in regard to the Trinity, means 
Person ^, — Father, Son, or Spirit. So what is predicated of the Di- 
vine nature, as the names of God, Lord, Almighty, is common to the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. But names denoting Persons belong 
to the Persons respectively, as Father and Unbegotten — Son, and 
Word — Holy Spirit and Paraclete. 

£. Is not the name Spirit sometimes given in Scripture to the 
Father or the Son ? 

O. Yes, to show that the Divine Nature is incorporeal, and un- 
circumscribed. But the phrase Holy Spirit means the Person of the 
Spirit. Does the word "Immutable," then, belong specifically to 
some one Person, or to the Divine Essence ? 

£. It is common to the Trinity. 

O. Well said; for as mortality is common to men, so is immutabi- 
lity to the Trinity ^ : the Son, then, is immutable. 

£. He is so. 

O. Why then do you interpret "the Word became flesh" as 
meaning that the immutable Nature was changed ^ ? 

£. I do not say that He became flesh by way of change, but in 
some way known to Him. 

O. If you say that He did not become flesh by taking flesh, — one 
of two things follows: either God was changed into flesh, or His 
appearance in flesh was merely Docetic "• 

£. We merely say. He was incarnate. 

O, How " incarnate ?" Explain " became." 

£. He endured change into flesh, and became flesh. All is pos- 
sible to Him. He changed the Nile-waters into blood, &c. 

O. Yes, creatures are changed as He wills. But He cannot 
Mai. 3. 6. change ; He says, " I change not ®." 

£. We must not pry into what is hidden P. 

> See on the Tome, c. 4. the passibility of Godhead, and yet as- 

^ Tb vpSffooTTov Kal r^v iBtSTJira, serts the nature of the Word and of 

* The origfinal is cited by Hooker the flesh to be one, he lapses into 

in note to v. 54. 4, where he says. Valentinian and M anichean Docetism. 

" This admirable union of God with ^ AoK'fia'u. cf. Ath. Ep. Epist. 7. 

man can enforce in that higher na- &c. All notions of any cliange are 

ture no alteration," &c. disowned by Cyril, Explan. 5, adv. 

" See Leo, Epist. 1. 65, that "the Orient. 1. and see above, p. 50. 

nature of the Only-begotten is the ^ He quotes this text in the same 

nature of the Father, is the nature of sense, Epist. 144. So Ath. Epict. 5. 

the Holy Spirit, and the undivided So S. Basil, Epist. 262. 

unity and consubstantial equality of p Eutyches, when questioned by 

the everlasting Trinity is alike impas- the envoys of Flavian's synod in 448, 

sible, alike immutable." He adds said that he would not "speculate 

that if an Eutychian so far departs about the nature of his God," M ansi, 

from Apollinarianism as not to assert vi. 728. 
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O. Nor ignore what has been manifested. 

£. I know not how the Incarnation took place. I do know that 
" tlie Word became flesh." 

O. Yes, but was it by change from what He was ? If so, He did 
not continue to be what He had been : as sand, in contact with fire^ 
becomes first fluid, then glass, — and is sand no more; as grapes cease 
to be grapes when made into wine; and wine to be wine, when 
changed into vinegar. 

£. Yes : it is just so. 

O. Is it thus, then, that He became flesh ? If so, the change is 
indeed vast : He cannot, of course, be God any more. 

£. I said before, it is not by way of change : He continued what 
He was % and became what He was not. 

O. But *' became " implies change if not explained to mean, He 
took flesh '. 

E. " He took " is your invention. The text has it not*. 

O. Did the same Spirit speak by the Apostles, as Paul, and by the 
Evangelists ? 

E. Certainly. 

O. Paul, then, may interpret the Gospel : and he says, Christ 

<> See above, p. 118. Athanasius, in The words "dwelt among us" re- 

Orat. ii. 47, explains ** became flesh" move all obscurity from " became 

to mean, not that the whole Word flesh." Exactly what Cyril had said 

Himself is flesh, bat that "He put in Adv. Orient. 4 : and see Ephraim 

on flesh and became man." of Antiocb, in Photius, uo. 229, 

' " Strictly speaking, one thing be- (p. 256. Bekker) against those who 

comes another by being changed into explained away the phrase " became 

that thing which before was not:" flesh." Compare Proclus, in his 

[as in the case of the water which Tome to the Armenians, A.D. 435, 

became wine.] "It is a contradic- " Every thing that • becomes ' either 

tion that a thing should become comes into being out of nothing, as 

a pre-existing thing." Dr. Pusey on the heaven did ... or is changed from 

Doctr. of Real Presence, p. 232. See what it was before, as the Nile-stream 

Cyril, Quod unus sit Christus (Pusey, was changed from water into blood, 

p. 339.) It is objected by A. in that But both these modes are inapplicable 

dialogue, that if the Word became to the Divine nature, .... therefore 

flesh, He no longer remained Word. * . . . Scripture said < became,' and of- 

B. answers, That is senseless I " Be- ten used the word < took,' in order to 

came " does not signify change. A. signify by the former the oneness of 

rejoins, Yes, it does, as when Lot's the Person, and by the other the 

wife became a pillar of salt. But, unchangeableness of the nature," 

says A. what if the Lord " became alluding to Phil. 2. 7. So too S. Chry- 

my refuge?" Surely when " became" sostom in Joan. Hom. 11. 2r "He 

is spoken of in regard to God, it added, < He dwelt among us ;' as if 

must be understood consistently with to say, Do not infer any thing absurd 

this unchangeableness. And Theo- from * became' . . . One thing dwells 

doret says in Demonstr. 1.5. that in another." 

the "tabernacle" was the flesh it- * Cyril had expressly used this 

self: but if He became flesh in the phrase in Ep. ad Nest. 3.3, " Haying 

sense of beiufc changed into it, He taken flesh from the Holy Virgin. . . ." 
did not make His tabernacle in flesh. 
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Heb. 2. " took hold of the seed of Abraham *." Now, had not the seed of 
*^* Abraham what Abraham had by nature? 

1 S. Pet. E. Not altogether ; Christ " did no sin." 

* • O. " Sin does not belong to nature, — but to our evil choice "." 1 

said, '' of what Abraham had by nature," and that is, both body and 
rational soul. Deny this, and you fall into ApoUinarianism. But 
again ; Israelites, you will grant, have souls and bodies ; and when 
Isa.41.8. Is^'**^ says, "Thou, Israel, — the seed of Abraham," we think of the 
Jews not as consisting merely of flesh, but as men composed of 
souls and bodies, and of " Abraham's seed " as not soulless nor 
mindless, but as having all that characterises Abraham's nature. 
E. " To say this is to assert two Sons." 

O. "To say that the Word was changed into fiesh, is to assert no 

Son. I confess one Son ^, who took hold of Abraham's seed." 

E. Then Paul and John cannot be made consistent with each other. 

O. You think so, because you do not understand, or because you 

are contentious. The two texts are quite consistent. The Word 

became flesh, not by being changed, but by taking hold of the seed 

' Theod. Epist. 104; "Divine Godhead and Manhood: but we ae- 

Scripture says that He became man, knowledge one Son, God the Word, 

not by a change in His Godhead, but who became Man at the end of the 

by the assumption of the human days." Epist. 104 ; "We adore our 

nature from the seed of Abraham." Lord Jesus Christ even after the In- 

Epist. 116, "because the form of a carnation as one Son of God." (This 

servant was assumed from the seed is in fact what Cyril meant by his nia 

of Abraham and David." Epist. 125, ipdffii), Epist. 109 ;" They seem to 

" He took hold of Abraham's seed, me impious, who either part our one 

He was not changed into it." Epist. Lord . . . into two Sons, or who call 

130, that He was both "seed of Christ's Godhead and His Manhood 

Abraham and Maker of Abraham." one nature." Epist. 116; I know 

Compare S. Ath. Ep. Epict. 5. Cyril not the Son of man as one, and the 

refers to the same text in adv. Nest. Son of God as another : but the same, 

i. 1. Explan. 1. In adv. Theod. 3, Son of God, and God begotten of 

he expluns it by " appropriating the God, and Son of man," &c. Epist. 

limitations of humanity." Observe 125 ; (to six magistrates ;) " Our 

how Theodoret, like Cyril, confidently Lord Jesus Christ, one Son even after 

quotes the Epistle to the Hebrews as He became Man." Epist. 130 ; " Al- 

S. Paul's. Compare p. 30. though we recognize the diversity of 

" See Athan. c. Apollin. i. 15. the natures, we are bound to adore 

^ Here as elsewhere he is careful the one Son . . . the same Son of 

to disclaim the notion of "two Sons," God and Son of Man," &c. In 

as by no means involved in the dis- Epist. 143, he " does not think that 

tinctness of the Manhood. See Dial, there are any persons who actually 

ii, and the tract, "That even after divide the Son, the Incarnate, into 

the Incarnation, our Lord ... is (me two." Epist. 145 ; " Because I con- 

Son," (Schulze, iv. 1307.) And see fess the two natures of Christ, they 

Epist. 83, " I exclude from the portion say that I assert two Sons ... I do 

of Christ's friends those who divide not say two Sons," &c. So at Chal- 

our one liord into two Persons, two cedon, after the letter of Cyril to 

Sons. Let him who parts the one John was read, Theodoret anathema- 

Only-begotten into two Sons fall from tised any one who said two Sons, 

his hope in Christ." Epist. 101; "for we adore one Son, one liord," 

"We know the distinction between &c. Mansi, vi. 673. See above, p. 60. 
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of Abraham. You remember the promise, ^' In thy seed shall all Gen. 13. 
nations be blessed ; " it was reaffirmed to Isaac and Jacob. ^* 

E. Yes, I remember. 

O. And that seed " was Christ." Remember also the text, " There Gal. 3. 
shall not foil a prince from Judah." . . . Was not that fulfilled in ^^^^ ^g^ 
Christ ? 10. * 

E. Yes : " Jews misinterpret such prophecies ; but I, as a Chris- 
tian, unhesitatingly take them as referring to our Saviour." 

O. See then how Paul exhibits the fulfilment of the old promises, 
as if to say, '* God has kept His word ; — by assuming Abraham's seed 
(and not Angels), He confirms the ^ expectation of the nations.' '* 
Paul also says, that *' our Lord sprang out of Judah," and this fact, rieb. 7* 
recorded by Matthew, had been foretold by Micah, whose words ^^' 
the Jews garbled while quoting them to Herod, by omitting, ^*And Mic.5. 2. 
his goings forth y," &c. 

E. You do well to quote the whole passage : Micah *' does shew 
that He who was born in Bethlehem was God." 

O. " Not God only, but Man too : " Man, as born there,-^God, 
as existing before the ages : " a I^eader," — ^as Man, and " going forth 
from eternity," as God. So Paul calls Him both Christ sprung Rom. 9. 
from the Jews as Man, and " God blessed for ever," Maker and ^' 
Lord of all things as God '. 

£. But Jeremiah calls Him God amply, " This is our God . . . Baruch 
He was seen on earth, and lived among men \ Not a word about ^' ^^» ^^* 
flesh, or manhood, or man. 

O. *' What is the use of arguments ? Do we not believe that the 
Divine nature is invisible ? " — 

E. Unquestionably. 

O. How then could It be seen without a body ? Does not Paul i Tim. 1. 
say, " whom no man hath seen nor can see ?" 17- 

E. You cite an apostle against a prophet. Does the prophet speak 
falsely ? 

O. No, both expressions are from the same Spirit. 

E. Then let us consider how the Invisible was seen. 

J This need not, says Dr. Mill, He called Him 'who is* ... He called 

(on Myth. Interpret, of the Gospels, Him *God* ... He called Him * bless- 

p. 321 .) be ascribed to " malignity." ed * ... He called Him * for ever.* 

' Quoted also in Theod. Epist. 83. Since then we have Christ, and one 

(to Dioscorus) and in Epist. 146, and who is God, and blessed, let us adore 

151, to prove the Divinity of Christ. Him,"&c. 

See above, p. 58 : and see the elabo- ■ A confusion between Jeremiah 

rate comment at the close of Pro- and Baruch, which he again makes in 

clus's Tome, Mansi, v. 436. "He Epist. 151. So Ambrose, de Fide, !• 

called Him * Christ,' ... he called 28. . Athanasins cites the text cor* 

Him * of Jews according to flesh ' . . . rectly in Orat. c. Ari. il. 49. 
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O. " Do not give me your human reasonings ^ ; I follow Scripture 
alone." 

E. If you can solve the difficulty by Scriptures, I shall acquiesce. 
O. Well: I quoted Paul as to the true sense of John (1. 14.) I 
1 Tim, now quote him as to how God was seen on earth. " God ^ was 

T Ifi 

* "• manifested in flesh," &c. His acts through the flesh revealed His 

power, and even the Angels belield Him through that medium. 
S. Matt. E. But they " always behold God's face." 

18. 10. Q xhey are said to see God as men are said to have seen Hira ; 
Abraham, Moses, Isaiah, and other prophets, who yet never saw His 
Exod. 33. very Self, but only what it was possible for them to see. 
^* . E. You mean that '* the benignant Lord measures His revelations 

by the capacity of the beholders ? " 
Hos. 12. O. Just so. God is shown by " resemblances," by media of re- 
presentation. 

E. This is not clear: do you mean that those favoured persons 
who " saw God " did not see His essence ? 
(S. John O. Undoubtedly. What they saw was not His nature, but ** cer- 
!• 16.) tain visions adapted to their capacity." So with Angels ; not even 
they can behold "that Divine Essence, which is uncircumscribed, 
uncomprehended, inconceivable : they only see a certain glory adapted 
to their own nature." But when God became Incarnate, then they 
saw Him in " real living flesh," which was like a veil. 
E. " Veil " is a novelty in language. 

O. You cannot have read Scripture with due care : Paul expressly 
Heb. 10. calls Christ's flesh a veil. ^. 
2<^' E. That is decisive. 

Gen. 49. O. " Then do not charge me with novelties." Again, the pro- 
phecy about Judah refers to Christ's flesh as a garment. " He shall 
wash his garment in wine, and his mantle in the blood of the grape." 
E. The patriarch was speaking of clothes, not of a body. 
O. Did He then ever wash His clothes in wine ? 
E. Did He ever so wash His body ? 

O. Speak, I beg, with more reserve. There may be some pre- 
S. John sent who are uninitiated ®. — Did He not call Himself a " vine ? " is not 
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•» A sort of retort, see above. The not Ss. But Cyril evidently read 5y, 

Eutychians professed to distrust spe- Expl. 2 ; de recta fide ad Theod. c. 7. 

culations, and to cling to this or Schol. 10. See Hammond, Textual 

that text, or this or that dictum of a Criticism of N. T. p. 106. 

Father. See an important note (by Dr. ^ See Newman's note in Athan. 

Newman) in Oxf. Transl. of Fleury, Treatises ii. 291 : and Tracts Theol. 

vol. iil. p. 340. "Orthodox" means, and Eccles. p. 267. 

"It is my turn to protest against « Mi/o-riKc^epoy. A hint of the "Dis- 

* human reasoninpfs* on your side." ciplina Arcani" (for which, see New- 

•■ Theodoret, llierefort', read ©tbs, man's Arians, p. 51.) See allusion 
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the fruit of the vhie made into " wine ? " Did not blooii and water 
flow from His side ? Here then was a fulfilment of the prophecy ; 
the "garment," that is, His body, was "washed in the blood of 
the grape," that is, the blood of Christ the true Vine, which flowed 
from that body on the cross. For as we call the sacramen^il ^ fruit 
of the vine, after its consecration, " the Lord's blood," so the blood 
of the true Vine was caljied * the blood of the grape.' 

£. You have given an interpretation both mystical and clear. 

O. Now, another proof: God 8, you know, called His own Body 
" bread." Did He not elsewhere, call His flesh " corn ? " 

£. Yes : " £xcept a corn of wheat fall into the ground and die," S. John 
&c. ^2. 24. 

O. But in the institution of the Mysteiies, He called the bread 
" body," and the mixed drink ** " blood ;" whereas, naturally. His 
body would be called " body," and His blood "blood." 

£. Unquestionably. 

O. But our Saviour changed the names, and gave to His body 
the name of the symbol ^ a-nd to the symbol that of His body. So 
having called Himself a " vine," He called the symbol " blood." 

£. True : and why did He make this change ? 

O. The initiated understand that it was because " He desired the 
communicants not to attend to the nature of what they saw, but by 
means of the change of names to believe in the change effected by 
grace. For He who called that which is by nature body ^ bread,' 
and called Himself a * vine,' honoured the visible symbols with the 
title of ' body and blood,' not ha^ng changed their nature, but added 
grace to their nature^. Now, of what is that most holy food a 
symbol ? Of the Deity of Christ, or of His Body and Blood ? " 

£. Doubtless, the latter. 

O. Spoken like a lover of truth. Christ, in taking the symbol, 
said not " This is My Godhead," but " This is My Body i." Then 
He had a body ? 

to it even in the Church-historian gfnage. Compare the Athanasian 

Sozomen, with reference to ** tlie plirase, " God's body," &c. p. 64. 
mysteries," viii. 5, and still more ^ Compare S. Justin M. Apol. i. 65. 

strikingly when he tells us that he S. Irenseus v. 2. 3. on the " mixture." 
had been dissuaded by pious friends * Here Theodoret means, our Lord 

from inserting the Nicene Creed into called His own body bread, (as He 

his work, because such matters were called Himself a vine) and called bread 

on1yfor"initiatedandinitiators,"i.20. His body, in order to fix attention on 

' Literally, "mystical." Cp. Serm. the sacramental as distinct from the 

Major, 36, to the same effect that the natural character of the bread, 
garment means Christ's body, and ^ See a similar passage in Dial. ii. 

wine His blood ; and that He called which states more fully what Theo- 

wine His blood, though it is the blood doret believed as to the Eucharist, 
of the grape. ^ Here he is adopting an expression 

e This is clearly anti-Nestorian Ian- of Nestorius : Cyril adv. Nest. iv. 6. 
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E. " Well, I call Him bodiless "». I say the Word became flesh. 

O. Truly, I am " filling a cask that has holes." After all our ar- 
gument, back you come to the same point ! You quote the Evan- 
Heb. 5. gelist's phrase: but I interpret it by Paul's, e.g. "Every high 
lieb, 10. P"est" — &c. And he distinctly says that Christ, as a Priest, had " a 
5. body prepared for Him to offer." He does not say " Thou hast 

1 * 20***' ®^*"&®^ ^^ ^^^ * body." And this body, Matthew teaches, was 
formed by the Spirit. 

E. Therefore what was born of Mary was a body only. 

O. You do not even observe the wording, far less the meaning. 
The reference is to conception not to birth. Well, I have shown 
how Paul interprets the Psalmist : Christ as man is a Priest ; as a 
Priest, He had to offer a sacrifice ; He could not offer anything but 
His own body ; therefore He had a body. 

E. I cannot admit that He assumed a bodv. 

O. As far as I see, this is the old error of Gnostics ^ and Mani- 
cheans: or worse, for they never said that the immutable nature 
was changed into flesh. 

E. Abuse is not Christianlike. 

O. " I am not dealing in abuse : I am contending for truth, and 
am sorry that you dispute about what is beyond all doubt." But you 
remember in a Psalm, written with prophetic foresight of the cap- 
tivity, and full confidence in those promises which spoke of a " seed of 
Ps. 89. 4. David," who was to be " established for ever." 

E. This referred to Solomon. 

O. Was Solomon, then, the " seed" spoken of to the patriarchs ? 
Was it in him that " all nations" were " blessed ?" 

E. Then to Zerubbabel "". 

O. You go from one extreme to another — from Gnosticism to the 
Jewish "faction:" like all who leave the right path, you wander 
hither and thither. 

m Cp. Ath. c. Apollin. i. 10 : the by Valentinus and Bardesanes, and 

Apollinarians "wished to suppress the Marcion, and Manes." See also Ath. 

word body." Theodoret, in Epist. 1^0, Ep. Epict. 7. c. Apollin. i. 3. 12 : ii. 3. 

quotes the reference to the "body of *» It is curious to see. Theodoret 

Jesus " in the Gospel narrative of the here ascribing to Eranistes that same 

burial. disposition to minimise the Messianic 

*> E.g. " who was made of the seed element in the Psalms and Prophets 

of David according to the flesh, &c. which was one of the offensive fea- 

See Theod. Epist. 82 ; and again tures in Theodore's system of inter- 

Epist. 125, that since the Godhead pretation. "Omnes psalmos," says 

is impassible, Christ must have had a Leontius of Theodore, " Judaic^ ad 

human nature wliich could suffer: Zorobabelem et Ezechiam retulit, 

otherwise "there would be 96Kria'is in- tribus tantum ad Dominum rejectis." 

stead of reality, and the great mystery Galland. xii. 687. Here Theodoret 

of the economy would be seen to be differs widely from Theodore. See 

(pavToala, This myth was produced his " Prsefatio in Psalmos." 
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£. ^' Railers^' have no part in God's kingdom. 

O. But Paul on occasion used severe language. And I may well 
use it, when you are advocating the Jewish negation of the Messi- 
anic sense of these prophecies °, and applying them to men who died 
and passed away, as the whole Davidic line has done. 

£. Are the Jewish so-called " patriarchs" of David's lineage ? 

O. No, — of Herod's ; but even they are gone ; their government 
passed away long ago P : whereas the prophecy spoke of One who 
should reign for ever, — that One being sprung from David. Yet 
we know that God cannot lie. How then, in the fs^c/t of facts, can 
we prove that He has kept His word to David ? 

E. The prophecy must refer to Christ. 

O. Very well : now observe, in the middle portion of the psalm it 
is said of this great King, the Son of David, " I will make His throne 
to be as the days of heaven, &c. 

£. None but Christ can be the subject of this promise 4. 

O. Then, if the promise cannot fail, and the Jews have no Davidic 
kingdom left, Christ, as Man, is the seed of David. 

£. I admit it. 

O. Then His Manhood is proved. See too the words " I have set iga. 55. 
Him for 'a Leader to the nations," and the other passage, " A rod ^' 
from the root of Jesse." lb. 11. 1- 

£. I take that of Zerubbabel. 

O. Even the Jews did not so take it'! The context suits no mere 
man ; for all the powers of the Spirit rest on the Person intended. 
And at the same time, the context indicates Him as really man, 
exercising judgment. So that part of the prediction relates to hu- 
manity, part to Divinity. The passage also points to a general union 
of all classes undSr His rule, men of diverse characters in one faith ; 
and this is fulfilled in our experience, for Christians of all classes, 
the Sovereigns of the world inclusive, have one " bath," one teach- 
ing, one mystical Table, the same portion as believers. It shows too 
that He is not God only, but also Man, a " rod from the root of 
Jesse." 

£. Did the apos^es own Christ to be of David's seed ? 

O. Yes, Peter did ; His testimony would suffice, for the confession 

p See Cod. Tlieod. xvi. 8. 29. and seed to which He is said, in the 

Gothofred dates the extinction of this very beginning of the Gospel, to be- 

patriarchate between 415 and 429. long." 

Cp. Milman's Hist. Jews, iii. 37. ' "The reference" of Isa. 11. 1 ff. 

<i See Leo, Epist. 30. " It is of no " to the Messiah is plainly affirmed in 

use to call our Lord, the Son of the the Targum of Jonathan." Vye 

Blessed Virgin, * Man,' if we do not Smith, Script. Testun. to Messiah, 

believe Him to be Man of that race i. 259. 
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uttered by him alone called forth Christ's approval. But Paul says 
Acts 13. the same in several possag^es. Tlie distinction taken, '' according 
It* 2 *^ *^® flesh," shows that Christ was not man only, but God before 
8. the ages ^, 

Rom- 1- E. Still, I hold by " The Word became flesh." 

O. So do I, — in its right meaning. If the Word toolc nothing 
from our nature, God's promises are falsified, tlie prophecies have 
foiled ; the Nativity is unreal ^ ; our faith is vain ; the Resurrection 
has not " raised us up to heavenly places." The Evangelist interprets 
himself. The context proves that the Word did take our nature, 
remaining immutably God's only Son. Compare Paul's words, 
Pint. 2, ••Who being in the form of God," &c; it is a parallel passage. 
Both of them teach that He Who was God assumed human nature 
for our salvation. Not Jews only, but His own disciples spoke of 
Him as Man. 

E. I see all this. But explain how He was made " in the like- 
ness of men»" 

O. What He took was not the likeness, but the nature of man : 
" form," in eitlier case, means nature ^. " Likeness of men" means 
that while He was God, He appeared to be man. 

£. How did the Fathers understand John's words ? 

O. Scripture ought to suffice. But I will give quotations ; (quotes 
Athanasius to Epictetus, c. 8. &c. Gregory of Nazianzus, Ambrose, 
Flavian of Antioch, Gelasius of Csesarea, Chrysostom :— ) I would 
add Diodore and Theodore, but that you are prejudiced against 
them ^. But take Ignatius y, Irenseus, Hippolytus, Methodius, Eus- 
tathius of Antioch, Athanasius, (de Sent. Dionysii 10. 12: Serm. 
Major de Fide 3, 36, 1 : Ep. to Epict. 2, 7 Basil, Gregory of 
Nyssa, Amphilochius. 

E. The Eastern authors quoted agree with the Western. But I 
see that they make a broad " division." 

O. You should not insult men of whom some actually listened to, 
and knew, the Apostles. But I will give you quotations from the 
author of your own heresy, Apollinaris^; in his "Compendium" 
he distinctly says, Christ was not clianged into flesh, but became 

■ Compare c. ApolHn. i. 13, 20. ters, although for his part he had 

* Literally, " The Virgin is super- written in their defence, 

fluous " (a phrase borrowed from Ath. 7 He refers to Ignatius as having 

Ep. Epict. 4.) in that she offered to been consecrated by the right hand of 

the Incarnate God nothing of our na- Peter, Ep. 151. These quotations are 

ture." Cf. S. Basil, Ep. 261 . important in the Ignatian controver- 

» On this see above, p. 116. sy, Ep. Ignat. Srayrn. 1 : Eph. 18, 7. 

« So in Epist. 16, in 449, he ex- Trail. 9. 

plains to bishop IrensBus why he is * See his Hist. v. 3, as to the "root" 

refraining from quoting those wri- of Monophysitism. 
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flesh in a " nobler " way, in that He took to Himself flesh, and became 
one with it " by composition." Elsewhere he denies any " alteration, 
translation, or inclusion of the holy Power of God :" he says, " We 
adore God, — who assumed flesh from the Virgin, and therefore is 
God according to the Spirit, Man according to flesh ;" and in another 
work, '^ We confess that the Son of God was made Son of Man, not 
nominally but really, having assumed flesh from Mary." 

£. I did not know that Apollinaris said this. 

O. But now you see that even Apollinaris repeatedly disowned 
the notion that the Word was changed into flesh ; and ^' the disciple 
is not above his master." 

£. I admit that the Word is Immutable, and that He assumed 
flesh. Let us go on to the next subject to-morrow. 

O. Yes, — and think over the points on which we are now agreed. 



DIALOGUE 11. '' INCONFUSUS:' 

£. Here am I, according to promise ; and you must either answer 
my questions, or assent to what I say. 

O. I accept your challenge. But first let us recollect the point at 
which we left off, and what our discussion tends to. 

£. We agreed that the Word remained immutable, and took flesh, 
but was not changed into flesh. 

O. You state the case like a lover of truth. 

£. As I said before, it would be absurd to differ from such eminent 
teachers. But then I was much impressed by your quotations from 
Apollinaris, although in his work "on the Incarnation" he took a 
wholly different line. Therefore I agree with you that the Lord 
took flesh. 

O. Well, — what flesh ? Body and soul, you will own. But 
what soul ? the rational, or the vital and animal ? For Apollinaris 
makes that distinction ; he says that man is composed of body, and 
vital soul, and mind. But Scripture recognises only one soul^ S.Luke 

£. You have proved that each man has but one soul. *?* ^*PJ 

O. Apollinaris says, two : and that the Word assumed the irra- 26 ; 
tional, but was Himself instead of the rational ; which soul then do Acts 20. 
you think He assumed ? 

* See Theod. Epist. 145, that Apol- Compare Liddon, Some Elements of 
liiiaris took his distinction between Religion, p. 92. See on c. Apollin. i. 
if/uX^ and yovs from Pagan philosophy. 1 4. 



190 Christ must be called, not only " Gorf," 

£. Followingc Scripture, I say, He assumed a reasonable soul. 
O. Yes: He took *'the form of a senrant" in its completeness. 
For He had to repair the imag^e iwhich was wholly impaired ^. 

£. True. But I want to clear away an ambiguity. Tell me, are 
we to call Christ " Man ?" 

O. Both God and Man. " God the Word, having become Man, 
was called Jesus Christ ^." Before the Incarnation He was spoken 
of simply as God, Son of God, the Word, Life, Light. But after the 
Incarnation He was called Jesus and Christ. 

£. Then, since He became Man, without being changed, but re- 
muning what He was, we must call Him simply what He was, God. 
O. '^ God the Word was, and is, and will be, immutable : but He 
became Man by taking human nature. We ought therefore to ac- 
knowledge both natures, that which took and that which was taken." 
E. ^' We ought to name Him from His higher element." 
O. Is man, as a living being, simple or compound ? 
£. Compound, of body and soul. 
O. Which is the superior of these natures ? 
£. Soul. 

O. Man, then, should be called from his higher nature. 
Gen. 46. £. So he is ; e. g. " Israel went unto Egypt with 75 souls." Here 
lb 6 ^^^ ™^" *^® called souls ^. Elsewhere we read, " My Spirit shall not 
3^ LXX. always abide in these men, because they are flesh," meaning sensual. 
O. Is man never called "flesh" except in an invidious sense ? 
Gal. 1. Think of Paul, — " I conferred not with flesh and blood," explained by, 
P 65* 2 " *^® apostles." And " to Thee shall all flesh come ;" whereas some 
Ezek. is. times man is called 'soul' when censured, as, "The soul that sin- 
*• neth, it shall die." This proves that where two elements are com- 

bined by an union of two natures, the composite whole may be named 
after the lower as well as after the higher element. 

£. " But what compels you to call our Saviour * Man ?' « " 
O. l^e opposite heresies, Arian and Sabellian. "The former di- 
vides the essence ^ the latter confounds the persons." Must not 
different diseases be cured by different treatment ? 

*» Comp. Ath. c. Apollin. i. 7. On interprets ''became flesh" as="be- 

thns retracing the effaced colours of came Man." 
the picture, see de Incarn. Verbi 14. « The Eatychians feared that to call 

^ Here is the essence of what S. Christ Man might be equivalent to 

Cyril had contended for. calling him a Man, a human person. 

<* See Epiphanius, Ancoratns, 78 : See above p. 97, 152. 
Gregory NazianzeUjEpist. 101. Cyril ' literally, " essences." Of course 

Alex, says, Schol. 27, that Scripture this plural does not mean that there 

sometimes describes man by one part are two essences of the Father and the 

of his being, sometimes by another. Son, as there are, in the next clause, 

as S. Luke 3. 6 and Deut. 10. 22. He distinct hypostases. 
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E. Yes. 

O. We have then to persuade the Arian, that there is one Essence 
in God, and the Sabellian, that there are three Persons, — by diflFerent 
phrases. 

E. Yes : but are we not wandering from our point ? 

O. No : you will soon see that we have been gathering materials 
for its decision. Have all heresies owned both the Godhead and 
Manhood of Christ ? 

E. No : some, one only ; some the other. 

O. And some have acknowledged a part of His humanity. 

£. Yes ; but tell me the names of the sects to which you allude. 

O. Simon and Menander, &c. have denied Christ's humanity : Ar- 
temon, Theodotus, Paul of Samosata, &c. His Divinity. Arius S and 
Eunomius denied Him an animal soul : Apollinaris, a mind. Now, 
must we let' these men rush down a precipice, without trying to 
rescue them? 

E. No, it would be inhuman. 

O. And various diseases ^ must be dealt with variously ; and differ- 
ent plants need various training. So, different errors must be dif- 
ferently treated. What then must be prescribed for the Photinians 
or Marcellians ? 

E. Belief in Christ's Divinity. 

O. Then we need not speak to them of His Manhood ? 

E. No. 

O. And in treating of the Incarnation with Arians, or Eunomians^ 
what must we add to their belief? 

E. That Christ assumed a soul. 

O. And what must be supplied to an Apollinarian ? 

E. That He assumed a rational soul, — ^that the rational soul is not 
separate from the animal. 

O. Gnostics too and Manicheans, — ^what do they believe and what 
deny? 

E. They tell us they believe in Christ's Divinity, but not in His 
Humanity. 

O. So then, we shall have to persuade them to accept the doctrine 
of His Humanity, and not to call the Divine economy illusory K 

E. That will be our duty. 

O. Then we shall tell them that they ought to call Christ not 
God only, but " Man." 

ff A mistake as to Arius, see New- muscles, bile, &c. 

man, Tracts Theol. and Eccles. p. 258. ^ Kol ii^ fpatnturiav r^v Oetav oIkovo- 

^ He enumerates as diseases, suf- iiiav KaXtiv. Cf. Ath. Ep. Epict. 7. c. 

fusion of eyes, toothache, straining of ApoUin. i. 3. 
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192 Scripture calls Christ ^^Man.'^ 

£• Just so. 

O. Indeed ! but how can we bid them call Him "Man," if we our- 
selves decline to call Him so ? They will convict us of inconsistency. 

E. We do not agree with them : for we own that the Word as- 
sumed flesh and a rational soul. 

O. " If we confess the thing, why avoid the name ? " 

£. " Christ ought to be named from what is " more honourable. 

O. Follow that out, and, you will give up calling Him " crucified 
and " risen." 

E, No : for those words refer to His Passion, to deny which would 
be to annul our salvation. 

O. The name " Man" is a name of nature : therefore to suppress 
it is to deny nature, — therefore, to deny the Passion, — therefore, to 
annul our salvation. 

E. " I deem it important to recognise the nature wiiich He as- 
sumed. But to call the Saviour ' Man' is to impair the Lord's 
glory '^." 
S. John O. Are you then wiser than the Saviour Himself, who called Him- 
Acts 2. ^^^^ * man, or than Peter and Paul who so spoke of Him ? 
22. E. Those sayings were uttered to men who did not believe. Now 

lb. 30. ^Yie largest part of the world has believed. 

O. Still there are Jews, Pagans, and countless heretics, and they 
must all be approached with teaching which will suit their cases. 
But, waiving that, tell me what harm is done by calling Christ 
" God and Man ? " Is not Manhood, equally with Godhead, perfect in 
Him? 

E. It is. I have often said so. But " to call Him ' Man' is, I 
think, superfluous, especially when Christians converse together." 

O. Paul and Timothy were Christians, and Paul calls Christ 

1 Tim. 2. " Man" in a passage where also the very name " Mediator" implies 

that He is Man as well as God ^ He is Mediator, because, as God, 

He is conjoined to the Father as having the same essence, — and, as 

Man, to us, for He assumed from us the form of a servant. 

Gal. 3. E. Was not Moses called " a mediator ? " 

19 

O. He was a type of the Mediator, but no type comes up to the 

Exod. 7. reality. He was not by nature God, but he was "appointed as a god 

^* to Pharaoh." 

^ See this quoted in Newman's man nature," Newman, I. c. 

Athan. Treat. H. 148. ed. 2. A sort ^ So Theod. in loc. The doctrine 

of will- worship or misdirected reve- of the Mediator is set forth in S. Ire- 

rence is here indicated as the motive nseus, iii. 18, and S. Aug^tine de Civ. 

of Eutychians. Eutyches himself Dei, ix. 15, and Sermons 240 and 293. 

would call Christ man, but (on a like Compare Wilberforce on the Incar- 

pretext) ** refused to admit His hu- nation, c. 7, p. 144. 
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£. But is that a '^ type" which has not the clear impression ^ of the 
archetype ? 

O. The Emperor's images are " types'* of the li^ngc Emperor ; 
hut they lack life and reason, and they only represent the hust^. So 
Moses is a mediator as an image or type, Christ is a Mediator as the 
reality. But remember how Melchisedec is treated of in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, and compared to Christ. 

E. (repeats Heb. 7. 1—19.) 

O. You have done well to recite the passage entire. Now does, 
this description belong to Melchisedec in nature ° and reality ? 

E. '^ Who durst separate what Paul has combined ?" 

O. You mean that the description does apply to Melchisedec in 
regard to nature. Was he then a man ? 

E. A man. 

O, Begotten or unbegotten ? 

E. What absurd questions ! 

O. "Tis your fault. Answer me. 

E. Of course God the Father alone is unbegotten. 

O. But Melchisedec was *' without father or mother, without be- 
ginning or end," &c. How do you understand this ? 

E. *' The passage is very obscure, and greatly needs elucidation." 

O. Paul means that '* in points which exceed human nature Christ 
is the archetype of Melchisedec." Consider the points of resem- 
blance. Had Christ a father according to the flesh ? 

E. Certunly not. 

O. Had He a mother according to the Dime nature ? 

E. By no means P. 

O. So He is '* without genealogy" in that His Divine generation 
is inexplicable. So, as God, He has neither beginning nor end. 

E. I agree to this. But how, then, does that language apply to 
Melchisedec ? 

O. To him as to a type ; to Christ in strict reality. Melchisedec 
is said to have no genealogy, because Scripture does not give bis 
pedigree. 

E. So as to his parentage. 

O. Yes, these particulars, according to the economy of Scripture, 
belong to him as a type. 

E. ^^ An image ought to represent the archetype." 

- ^ XapcucTfipaf. Cf. Heb. i. 3. p See Theodoret, " Quod . . . anicus 

" See Athan. Orat. c. AH. iii. 5. Filius sit" (Scbulze, iv. 1311.) *He 

Athan. Treatises, ii. 1 75, ed. 2. is without father in regard to His 

^ So Athanasius and Cyril both use Manhood, . . . and Is without mother 

^iJcrei for " in reality." Cp. p. 96. as God." 

O 



\ 



194} Case of Melchisedec. 

1 Cor O. Does not Paul call man an " image of God ? " On your show- 

ing, then, man ought to be uncreate, uncircumscrlbed, incomposite: 
to create, to make all things at a word, not to be ill or in pain, or 
angry, — nor to sin, &c. 

£. Man is not God's image in all points. 

O. But in whatever points he is, he will be found to come short 
of the reality. 
£. I grant it. 
Col. 1. O. Paul calls the Son ^* the Image of the Invisible God." 

S^ John ^* ^^^^ ^ ^^ "^* *® ^^° *^ *^*^ *® Father has ? 
16. 14. O. He is not Father, not uncaused, not unbegotten^. 

£. If He were, He would not be Son. 

O. So then it is true ; an image has not all that the archetype has. 

£. It is true. 

O. In this way, then, is Melchisedec sud to have been ^^ made like 
unto the Son of God." 

£. Granting other points, how shall we understand his " not having 
beginning of days," &c. ? 

O. Scripture does not tell us when he was begotten or born, or 
when he died. The Son of God, in very truth, neither began to be, 
nor will cease to be. So, in points which really belong to God, 
Melchisedec was a type of Christ. But in regard to high-priesthood, 
which belongs to man, he really was a priest of Gentiles; and 
Christ, made a High-priest after his order, " offered for all men that 
' most holy and saving Sacrifice." 

£. We have had a long discussion about this. 

O. And there was room for yet more. You sfdd the passage was 
difficult to understand. 

£. Let us return to our point. 

O. Where were we ? 
1 Tim. 2. £. You had cited "The Man Christ Jesus," in proof that it was 
^' right to call Christ not " God " only, but also " Man." 

O. I remember what led us off into this digression. You raised 
a point as to the word " Mediator." Well : do you own that we 
ought to call Christ " Man," as well as " God ? " 

£. I call Him « God," for He is God's Son. 

O. He called Himself God's Son, and He also called Himself 
« Man." 

£. The name " Man " does not befit Him so well as " God," be- 

1 See Athan. de Synod. 49. *' what ther," Compare Pearson on the Creed, 

is predicated of the Father is predi- ii. 43, on this use of the term "cause," 

cated also in Scripture of the Son, quoting S. Basil, Epist. 38. 4, &c. 

excepting only the being called Fa- Cf. S. Greg. Naz. Orat. 23. 7. 
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cause the name of God belongs to nature, the name of Man to the 
* dispensation '.' 

O. But is that dispensation true, or unreal ^ ? 

£. It is true. 

O. Well then, if it is true, and if it is identical with His becoming 
man, the name *' Man " is a true name for Him. For, having as- 
sumed human nature, He was called *' Man."^ 

E. Only before His Passion. 

O. No, after it also. " By Man came also the Resurrection," \^^^* ^^" 
meaning, of course, Christ*. " Do not let us think ourselves wiser 
than the great preachers of truth." 

E. " I do not so think : but I do not see the need of the name." 

O. You must use it in order to convert Marcionites and Mani- 
cheans. 

E. Perhaps we must, for them. 

O. But why not train the faithful in the defence of the truth ? 
Are we not to them as officers to soldiers ? Have not they to fight 
and keep their ranks under our leadership ? Moreover, as we said, 
the physician has to add to nature the quality which it lacks. If he 
finds heat predominating, he must apply cold. And this was what 
the Lord did. 

E. Where, — how? 

O. What did the Jews think Him to be ? 

E. A man. 

O. Then they were quite ignorant that He was also God ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Then it was necessary for them to learn it ? 

E. Of course. 

O. Hear, then, what He said to them ; '^ Many good works have S.John 
I shown you," and the rest of the passage. ^^* ^^"^ 

E. But there He did not prove Himself to be Man, but God. 

O. Because there was no need to prove the former. So too He S. Matt, 
asked the Pharisees, who regarded Him as an ordinary man, how the ^^' ^2» 
Christ, being " Son of David," could be " Lord of David." 

E. This makes against you : He there called Himself not '* Son of 
David," but " Lord of David." This shows which title He prefers ". 

' T^f olnoyofiias. Cf. Athan. Tome, « See Leo, Epist. 59. 4. '* He who 

7. does not admit that the Only-begot- 

■ ^oarrcuru&irj, ten Son took oar nature in utero 

^ Long before, in the letter to the DavidicsB Virginis is alien from the 

Euphratesian Monks, (Ep. 151) while whole mystery of Christian religion:" 

fiercely attacking Cyril's Articles, and Ep. 72, <* Be not ashamed of the 

Theodoret had cited texts in which Gospel of the generation of Jesus 

Christ was called man, this among Christ, Son of David . . . according 

the rest. to the flesh." But Cyril bad said the 

o3 
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196 Scripture evidence of the Manhood. 

O. You do not attend to the passage. He asked, " How is He 
then His Sun ? " He did not say, " He is Ijord, not Son." He ask- 
ed, " How is He his Son ? " as if to say, ^^ In one respect He is 
Lord, in another He is Son." This proves that He had hoth the 
Godhead and the Manhood. 

£. " No need of arguments. The Jjord distinctly taught that 
He does not will to be called Son of David." 

O. Why then did He not so teach the CanaaniUsh woman, the 
blind men, the crowds who sang Hosanna ? 

E. He tolerated these addresses before His resurrection, accom- 
modating Himself to the weakness of those who did not as yet per- 
fectly believe. But now that He is risen, these names are obsolete. 

O. Was Paul one of the perfect, or of the im])erfect ? 

E. " We ought not to joke about serious things." 

O. " Nor ought we to despise the reading of the Divine oracles." 

E. *' Who is so wretched as to neglect his own salvation ' ? " 

O. Answer my question as to Paul. 

£. Clearly he is a most perfect teacher. 

O. When did he begin to preach ? 

E. After the death of Stephen. 

O. And just before his own death he speaks of Christ as '' of the 
2 Tun. 2. seed of David." I could cite other texts, but I think it would be 
superfluous. 

E. You promised to show that our Lord spoke of His flesh, as 
you have said He did of His Godhead. 

O. The mere existence of His flesh, seen, as eating, toiling, sleep- 
ing, was a proof sufficient : but remember what He said after His 
8. Lake Resurrection, '* Behold my hands and my feet 7," &c. ** Now I have 
24. 39. fulfilled my promise. Cease to dispute ; acknowledge His two Na- 
tures." 

E. " There were two before the union : but when they came to- 
gether, they constituted one nature '." 

O. When did the union take place ? 

E. At His conception. 

O. Was the Word preexistent before the conception ? 

like, Ep. ad Succ. 2. that blessed Paul tain." Ep. Fest. 39. 

had described the descendant of Abra- y Quoted by Leo, in his Tome, r. 5, 

ham, of Jews, of David, as Lord of and in his second Tome or Epist. 165. 

glory, &c. * This was the proposition to which 

*■ Observe the spiritual importance Eutyches adhered at the Council of 

ascribed to the reading of Scripture. Constantinople in 448. See Mansi, vi. 

So, e. g. S. Athanasius, after enume- 744 ; Fleury, b. 27, c 28. He thought 

rating the canonical books, says, then, as Dioscorus thought at Chalce- 

'< These are fountains of salvation, so don, (Mansi, vi. 684,) that he was 

that he who thirsts may be satiated holding fast to S. Cyril, e.g. ad Succ. 

with the oracles which they con- 1. (Epist. p. 137.) But Cyril's con- 
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E. Yes, before all ages. 

O. Was the flesh also preexistent ? 

E. By no means *. 

O. It was formed by the Holy Spirit after the Annunciation ? 

E. So I say. 

O. Then there were not " two natures before the union," but only 
one ^ ; only the Godhead, that nature which is eternal, and existed 
before the ages. Do you distinguish the Incarnation, or the becom- 
ing Man, from the union ? 

E. No. 

(). Right : for He became Incarnate by assuming flesh. 

E. So it appears. 

O. And the assumption involved the union ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Well : if then the union was the becoming Man, and He be- 
came Man by taking human nature, and the form of God took the 
form of a servant, then before the union there was one nature, i. c. 
the Divine. 

E. But is the union the becoming Man ? 

O. You just now admitted it. 

E. " You misled me by your arguments." 

O. Well, let us begin the discussion over again. Does the Incar- 
nation differ from the union in the nature of the thing ? 

E. Very much. 

O. Explain more fiiUy, wherein lies the difference. 

E. The very names prove it. " Incarnation" means, the assumption 
of flesh : '* union," the conjunction of things that were separated. 

O. Is the Incarnation prior to the union ? 

E. No. 

text shows that what he meant was, the human nature of Christ had ever 

'* The one Son, or Christ, b indivi- existed apart from His Divine Person, 

sible after the union." See above, Ephraim of Antioch followed Leo and 

p. 175. Theodoret here, (Photius, no. 228, 

* Eranistes disowns this Apollina- p. 247,) and urged that the flesh had 

nan theory, for which see abov<^, no existence whatever before it was 

p. 80. united to the Word, and that to af- 

^ " It is as impious," says Leo in his firm two natures before the union 

Tome, c. 6, " to say that the Son of was in eflect to Nestorianize. To the 

God was of two natures before the objection of the Severians, '< A ^{xns 

Incarnation, as it is wicked to assert cannot exist ii.v\nr6(rrarosy therefore 

only one nature after the Word was to say two ^^o'ets="to say two Per- 

made flesh." From his Epist. 35 we see sons," Epiiraim replies, (1) that ^i$. 

that he suspected Eutyches of imagin- ffis is often predicated where person- 

ing the soul of Christ to have preexist- ality is out of the question, (2) that 

ed in heaven : but apparently Eutyches in man there is a ^i&cris of body and 

only meant that the two natures were, a ^t^o-ts of soul, but no one would 

in the abstract, conceivable indepen- call either body or soul a inr6<rraffis, 

dently of the Incarnation : not that ib. no. 229, p. 256. 
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198 " Two Natures after the Union,^ 

O. The union, then, took place in the conception ? 

E. Ye8. 

(). If, then, not a moment intervened between the assumption of 
flesh and the union, and the assumed nature did not exist before the 
assumption and union *', then there was one nature before the union, 
that is, the Incarnation, but after the union two*^. 

E. I say that Christ was " from two natures." But " two na- 
tures" (8vo ffiwr€is) I do not say«, 

O. Well, but how is He " from two natures ?" Is it like the case 
of silver gilt ? or of the composition of electron ? (from gold and sil- 
ver) or of glue made of lead and tin ? 

E. No, — the union is ineffable and inconceivable. 

O. I also admit that the mode of the union cannot be compre- 
hended. But Scripture has taught us that each nature remains in- 
violate even after the union ^ 

E. Where does Scripture teach this ? 

O. Scripture is full of this doctrine. 

E. Give me some proof. 

O. Do you not then, admit the existence of the properties of each 
nature? 

E. Not after the union. 

(). liCt us then learn this from Scripture. 

E. To Scripture I will submit. 

<^ QuotiHl by Hooker, v. 53. 3, note. Mansi, vi. 748. 

<>Theo<l(tret«l>eiuonstr.:}.l,"Tho8e * This illustrates the substitution 

who Mieve that after the union one at Chalcedon of " in two natures,'* 

nature of Dtnlheail and Manhood was for the inadequate *' firom two na- 

ronstituted, destrtty by thb theory the tures.*' See Chef. Transl. of Fleury, 

prtvpertles of the natures : and to des- vol. iii. p. 373, note. DIoscorus at 

troy them b to deny Utth naturts. For Chalcedon said tersely, *' I accept the 

the i»nfUskm of the united dements ' fhrni two,* not the ' two,* Mansi, 

forbids us to think i^ flesh as fle$h« or ri. 692. It is oKsenrable that in this 

of Ood as Ood. But if« even afler the first scssiod of Chalcedon the profes- 

uiiion« the diflerence between these sion of the deceased Flavian, that the 

elements b dbtin|tubhable« then no one Chrisi was ^finom two natures** 

e^HifUsi^tii has taken place^ but the afler He became man, had been ap- 

unkui b without c\wnisioa« But if profedbr loco's deputies, and by other 

thb b (Kranted« the Iaw^ Chrbl Is bbh^^pss Mansi, ri. 68a Tet even at 

ui%4 one nature^ but «Hie $^«« ex- the Council <tf 44^ at which Flavian 

KibitiufT each nature uuiwpai^Ni.^ wade thb statemeut, Basil of Seleu- 

At the t\muai \^ C^^iistautifMkfle in cte and Seleuc«s of Amasia bad said 

44;^ lh\MnHithi»« the ratvicUu^ with ^iu twvi uatwress** ib. 685. 

FUviau am) Basil «^ Seleuiria^ ur|cea ' So Flsviaii la hb 2nd letter to 

Kutyvh^ In vaiu t^ admit ^* tw> wa» l^fv : ^ Enn i« the union the pro. 

luretit lofter the uukmi.^ Basil vby hb f^vtiets^ «f the tw« Mtores remain en. 

^wu a<v\Hiui at thifr ** R^^bbetni^ meet- liiw^^ So Up« in the Tome, c 3, 

l»tif»^*^ tviKI Kut\\^Wji that t\* a«j<rvt ^^ liiwh MtUK ntaias Its own proper- 

«MH^ witure afWr the uak««x x^ith^'wi ty wMmmI Meft,^ and In Ep. 35, 

addiiy^ t^ Wktuiv the lir<(m ^M«k>mn ^ ^^iiir «»«mr«am aatunm beatificaDa, 

iMt%\^ ^«» t\« ^n<4«K'mihI th«^ lW<Uh^*4 ut ttrWriAoaU w clwiiicaBte perma- 

«M' ^^«W VIM" UmvI ^Mh HlRk tth*^ HOM.'^* 
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O. John says, "In the beginning was the Word," &c, Do you S.John 
say this of the flesh, or of the Word, begotten of the Father before 
all ages ? 

E. These expressions refer to the Word. But I do not separate 
Him from the flesh which was united to Him. 

O. " Nor do I separate the flesh from the Word. But neither 
do I make the union a confusion." 

£. I know of one nature after the union s. 

O. When did the Evangelists write, — before or after the union ? 

E. Clearly after it, — after the descent of the Holy Spirit. 

O. Well then, — compare John's words mth the opening of Mat- S. Matt, 
thew's Gospel. Can you make these sayings fit one nature? Im-o ^* ^* 
possible. 

E. " When you speak thus, you are dividing the Only-begotten 
Son into two Persons." 

O. *^ No, I adore one Son ^, our Lord Jesus : but I have learned 
the difference between the Godhead and the Manhood. But do 
you, who say, ' one nature after the union,' try to harmonize this 
with the prologues of the Gospels. Now both these things, existence 
in the beginning, and descent as to flesh from Abraham and David, 
belong to Christ the Lord." 

E. Take care ! that sounds like " one nature after the union," 

O. Well, I need not mention flesh. I apply both these things to 
Christ. 

E. I too admit this. 

O. '* But I say it as contemplating two natures in Him, and assign- 
ing to each what belongs to it ^." But if Christ is " one nature," 

9 SimUarly, when Tbeophilos, sent yet we have to take account of the 

by the CouncU of Constantinople to qaallties of the acts themselves, and 

confer with Eutyches, had elicited discern by the gaze of pure faith to 

from Him the admission that the In- what the humility of the flesh is pro- 

camate was perfect Map as well as moted, to what the loftiness of Deity 

perfect God, and had then said to him, bends down : what that is which is 

<* If these two perfects make up one done by the flesh not without the 

Son, what hinders us from sa^ng ' one Word, and what that is which is ef- 

Son from two natures ?' *' Eutyches fected by the Word not without the 

answered, '* Far be it from me to say flesh." (Compare the better known 

that Christ is from two natures, ff passage in Leo's Tome, c. 4, ** Agit 

^v(rio\oy€iy rhy &€6y fMv^** above, enim utraque forma.") He adds, c. 

p. 180. But Eutyches owned Christ 8, " As the Lord of migesty is said to 

to be perfect Man, both then and in have been crucified, so He who from 

his letter to S. Leo. (Leo, Ep. 21.) eternity is equal to God is said to 

** See above, p. 182. have been exalted : because the unity 

* Compare Leo, Epist. 165. 6 ; *' Al- of Person remaining, one and the 

though therefore in the one Lord same, without separation, is both 

Jesus Christ, true Son of God and whole Son of Man because of the 

man, there is one Person of the Word flesh, and whole Son of God because 

and the flesh, which has actions com- of His one Godhead with the Father.** 

mon without severance or divbion, This letter was written August 17, 
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Distinction between the Natures^ 



Cf. 

S. Matt. 
21.27. 



how can things so opposite as existence in the beginning and descent 
from creatures be appropriated to it ? And consider this : is God 
the Word to be called the Maker of all things ? 

£. Yes, so Scripture teaches. 

O. On which day did He make Adam ? 

£. The sixth. 

O. How many generations are there from Adam to Abraham ? 

£. Twenty, I think. 

O. From Abraham to Christ how many are reckoned by Matthew ? 

E. Fortv-two. 

O. How can Christ, if He is " one nature," have been the Crea- 
ior, and also have been, after so many generations, formed in the 
Virgin's womb? how could He be both Adam's Creator and the 
son of Adam's descendants ? 

£. *' I have said before that both the former and the latter pertain 
to Him as God Incarnate. For I know one nature of the Word, 
one that became incarnate ^." 

O. "Well, my good friend, I do not say that two natures of the 
Word became incarnate. I know that the nature of the Word is one ; 
hut I know also, that the flesh, by emplo3ring which He became in- 
carnate, is of a different nature. And I think that you too acknow- 
ledge this. Did the Incarnation involve any change ?" 

£. I know not how He became incarnate, but I believe He did 
become so. 

O. A Pharisee-like pretence of ignorance ! Now I say distinctly, 
the Incarnation was devoid of all change. For, othen/dse, after He 
became incarnate. Divine titles would not suit Him. 

£. I have often confessed the Word to be unchangeable. 

O. " It was, then, by taking flesh that He became incarnate." 

£. Yes. 

O. Then the nature of the Word which became incarnate, is one, 
and that of the flesh by assuming which the nature of the Word 
became incarnate, is another. 

£. Clearly. 

O. Was He then turned into flesh ? 



458, after Timothy "the Weasel" 
had written to the Emperor lico, ac- 
cusing S. Leo of Nestorianizing. On 
the meaning of ** communicatio idio- 
matam" or " antidosis/' wliich Da- 
mascene, iii. 5, calls a irepix^pyiff i^f 
see above, p. 59. 

^ Cyril's phrase, believed by him 
to be Atbanasian, — see above, p. 174. 
Here Theodoret implicitly accepts it, 
but in a sense of his own, as meaning. 



the Word's own nature, HisOodhead, 
is one: He has not two Godheads. 
But what Cyril meant by the phrase 
is repeatedly, in substance, admitted, 
or even urged, by Theodoret. In 
Epist. 126 he says that no Christian 
teacher " ever heard of any one who- 
asserted one nature of flesh and God- 
head:" and certainly Cyril did not 
assert this, but the contrary. 



Analogy of Soul and Body in man. 201 

£. By no means. 

O. Then, by your admissioni the natures were not confounded, 
but continued entire. One Evangelist describes Divinity, another 
Humanity, as belonging to the one Christ. He Himself calls Him- 
self now " Son of God," now " Son of Man." Now He honours s. Luke 
His Mother as His parent; now, as Lord, He rebukes her^ Naza- 2. 51. 
reth and Capernaum are His country ; yet He is " before Abraham g. John 
was." This proves " two natures." 2. 4 : 

E. To say two natures is to say " two Sons." 

O. Then to say that Paul was composed of soul and body is to 
say "two Pauls °»." 

£. The case is not parallel. 

O. I know that. In the latter case the union is natural of things 
contemporaneous and created ° ; in the former, it is a supernatural 
work of grace. " But though the union in the latter case is natural, 
the properties of the nature remain inviolate." 

£. If the properties remained unmixed, how does the soul require 
nourishment with the body ? 

O. The soul does not require it. But the body which receives 
vital force from it, feels physical wants until death. 

£. Surely hunger and thirst belong to the soul ? 

O. If they did, the soul would feel them after the death of the 
body. 

£. What are the properties of the soul ? 

O. To be rational, simple, immortal, invisible. 

£. And of the body ? 

O. To be composite, visible, mortal. 

£. And from these two the man is constituted ? 

O. Yes. 

£. Then we define man, a rational mortal animal ? 

O. Confessedly. 

£. And we name him from this and from that set of qualities ? 

O. True. 

E. As then we do not divide the man, but call him both rational 
and mortal, so we must ascribe to the undivided Christ what is 
Divine and what is human. 

* 'Xlj liffirSnns iiririfia. Perhaps no one to this day has called Paul two 

Tbeodoret was thinking of Athan. Pauls, because he has a soul and a 

Orat. c. Arian. iii. 41, as well as of body." Compare Epist. 130. 

Chrysostom on S. John ii. 4. *> So that Theodoret held ** Creati. 

"^ This analogy (employed in the anism." See liddon, Some Elements 

Quicunque) is used by Theodoret of Religion, p. 102. Theodoret does 

with the same illustration from Paul, not mean to deny that the union in 

in Epist. 143. ** Every man has an im- the Christ is in a true sense <pv(rtK'fi. 
mortal soul and a mortal body ; and 



202 « Properties of the Two Natures.'' 

O. This is my argument : but you have not worked it out accu- 
rately. When we think of the human soul, do we not speak only of 
what belongs to its activity and nature ? 

E. Yes. 

O. So also as to the body ? 

E. Yes. 

O. But when we speak of the whole living being, we ascribe to it 
both sets of properties alike. 

E. Excellently sud. 

O. So when we speak of Christ's '' natures," we asdgn to each 
what belongs to it; but when we speak of the "Person," we must 
ascribe to Him alike what belongs respectively to the natures, so as 
to attach both sets of properties to Christ^, and call Him both God 
and Man, Son of (jod and Son of Man. 

E. I agree with you that Chrisfs Person is one, and that to it be- 
long what is Divine and what is human. But to say that in speaking 
of the natures we must assign properties to each, seems to me to 
dissolve the union P. 

O. You did not think so in regard of properties of soul and body. 
Do you not admit the parallel between (1) soul and body, (2) Christ's 
Godhead and Manhood ? Is there, then, a union without confuaon 
in (1) and a confusion in (2) ? 

E. Assuredly, Christ's Deity, and also His flesh, are infinitely 
superior to soul and body : yet, I say, " After the union, one 
nature." 

O. But to say this is grossly incondstent with the admitted analogy. 

^ See also Epist. 104, that both these two patriarchs the latter says, 

classes of expressions belong to the *' All the fathers ascribe rh, kydp^iwa 

one Son ; the one to Him as God, the r^ &y0p<&it^, r^ Bc^ 9h r^ Ocio," and 

other to Him as Man. So says Cyril, the former combines Leo's " Agit 

Epiitt. p. 117, 134, 150. See above, ntraqne forma," &c. with the next 

p. 162. Compare the Formulary of 433 passage, ** Unus idemque est Tere Dei 

with Leo, Epist. IdS, quoted above. Fllius, et yere bominis Flilius," and 

p Some such difficulty was found by his " Tenet . . . proprietatem suam 

bishops of Palestine and lUyricum, at utraque natura " with a preceding 

the Chalcedonian Council, in certain statement, **Idan . . . Unigenitus .... 

passages of S. Leo's Tome. e. g. natus est de . . . . Maria Virgine." 

'* Each form fidfils, in fellowship with This brings us to the question of the 

the other, what belongs to it ; that is, ** Theandric iy^pytta^" which is ex- 

the Wor^ works what belongs to the plained byDamascene,iii. 19, to mean. 

Word, and the flesh performs what Qot the blending of two *' energies " 

belongs to the flesh," &c. By wa^ of into one, but a joint action of the Di. 

reply, the archdeacon of Constantino- vine and the human. Hence he will 

pie read passages from Cyril's Epis- not allow the ** Theandric energy " to 

ties to a simikr purport, Mansi, ri. be called "one." Compare S.Tho. 

971 ff. compare Eulogius's defence of Aquin. Sum. 3. 9. 19, and Card. New. 

the Tome in Photius, ao. 225. p. 242, man in Athan. Treatises, ii. 412. ed. 2, 

and Ephraim's, ib. no. 229, p. 258. Of and Robertson, Bist. CIl ii. 423. 



The human asserted against Avians. 203 

£. I too avoid the word ''confusion." But to say two natures is 
to me like saying two Sons. 

O. I avoid the two precipices 'i, both fusion and division. '' I think 
it equally irreligious to doubt the one Son and to deny the duality 
of natures." But, if an Arian was to tell you that the Son was 
inferior to the Father, quoting '' Father, if it be possible, &c." how 
would you meet him ? 

£. 1 should say that was spoken '' economically." 

O. But he would answer by referring to the " economic" anthro- q^^ 3^ 
pomorphisms of the O. T. 8: 18.21. 

E. These "economies" are different. That of the O, T. re- 
lates to words, that of the N. T. to things. 

O. He would rejoin : " What things ?" 

E. " Things relating to the Incarnation '• The Son of God, being 
made Man, exhibits both by words and things, now His flesh, now 
His Godhead : " e.g. in the text before us, the infirmity of fear. 

O. Suppose he were to say, " He assumed a body only. His God- 
head supplied the place of a soul ?" 

E. I should quote, " My soul is troubled," &c. S. John 

O. Very apposite and ingenuous. But if he quoted " Your feasts ^^* ^\ 
My soul hateth ? " I8a.l.l3. 

E. I should rejoin. The O. T. speaks of God as having a mouth, 
eyes, ears, or hands also. And if in the Incarnate Christ soul does 
not mean soul, neither does body mean body ; which is Docetism "• 

O. An Apollinarian might ask, " What sort of soul ?" 

E. I should say, — I know only of one soul. But if you think 
there are two, the rational and the irrational, Christ had a soul 
which " increased in wisdom ; " therefore a rational soul. S. Lake 

O. Bravely done ! you have " dissolved that union, and the much ^' ^^' 
talked of ' fusion ^,' not only in two ways but in three." You have 
not only distinguished Godhead from Manhood, but have distin- 
guished h^bween two parts of Manhood. This makes not two, but 
three natures. 

E. I had to meet those who deny the assumption of flesh, or soul, 
or mind, and also those who debase His Divinity. 

O. Just so : you have been defending my podtion. 

E. How so ? I deny that there are " two Sons." 

O. Did you ever hear me affirm it ? 

E. You do so by affirming " two natures." 

O. Then, as you say three natures, you say three Sons. 

fl Compare Theod. Epist. 109. • t^s oucwofdas /UHrrfipiov, and we shall 

' Often called an Economy: cf. the not differ firom Mardon." 

Tome, 7. ' He means, such a conception of 

* " *Evp€B^<r€T€u ^arraaia rh fiiya the " union " as involves a fusion. 



204; Manhood not absorbed by Godhead, 

E. I could not otherwise meet the opponents. But I deny ^* two 
natures " to exist '* after the union." 

O. How can you make but one ? is it one made out of two ? or 
one surviyingf another ? 

E. The Deity remained, the Manhood was absorbed by it. 

O. A Heathenish and Manichean fancy, at once impious and 
absurd. How could the simple, incomposite, uncircumscribed nature 
absorb the nature it assumed ? 

E. As the sea might absorb a drop of honey ^. 

O. Sea and honey have much in common; but Godhead and 
manhood are infinitely different. But I will show you cases of things 
which are " mingled *," yet not " confounded." 

E. " Who ever heard of a mixture that was no mixture ? " 

O. I will convince you. Light is diffused everywhere, except in 
some dark caverns: and is thus ''mingled" with all the atmosphere, 
which, when thus illuminated, is itself called light. But the atmos- 
phere remains what it was, moist or dry, &c. So iron, coming into 
contact with fire, ignites ; the fire penetrates its whole essence ; but 
this '' complete union y" does not change the nature of the iron. 

E. Yes, it does change it. '' The iron is regarded as no longer iron, 
but fire : indeed it possesses the active force of fire '." 

" KaravoBrivai, The characteristic this thought to the Holy Eucharist. 

** Eutychian " assertion. Cp. Hooker, " God (the Word,) infuses a power 

v. 53. 2. Demophilus, Arian bishop of life into the elements, and changes 

of Constantinople, had once said in a them with a view to the energy of 

sermon that Christ's body was ab- His own flesh . . . that the body of 

sorbed by His Divinity, as a pint of Life might be found in a life-giving 

milk would be lost when poured into seed." I. e. as is oil to bread, or fire 

the ocean, Philostorg. ix. 14. to iron, so is the Word, as Life-gfiver, 

^ An instance of the use of '* min- to His flesh, and so (without pressing 

gling" for "uniting without confu- the parallelism to extremity) is His 

sion." See p. 138. flesh to the elements. There is a cer. 

y Alluding to the description of the tain interpenetration of B by A, which 

Personal Union as IkKpa, admitted by causes B to communicate A. As in 

the Easterns, see Cyr. adv. Orient. 4. the two illustrative cases, so in regard 

* Theodoret might almost seem to to the Incarnation and the Eucharist, 

be referring to a celebrated passage of a true relation established between A 

S. Cyril, translated at p. 626, and com- and B produces an << operation " of 

mented on at p. 175, of Dr. Pusey's A through B, but without prejudce 

•* Doctrine of the Real Presence." to the " nature " of B. So that Cyril 

Cyril wishes to show how the life- would entirely agree with Theodoret 

giving Word, by uniting " flesh " to as to the permanence of the "nature" 

Himself, could make that flesh life- of the flesh and of the Eucharistic ele- 

giving. He takes two comparisons, ments. It may be added that in 

** Dip a little bread into wine or oil, Schol. 10 Cyril illustrates the Incar- 

or other liquid, and you will find it nation from fire which penetrates 

has become full of that liquid's quality, wood, does not make it cease to be 

When iron comes into contact with wood, but "transfers it into the power 

fire, then it is filled with the active of fire, and carries on its own work in 

force (ivepyelas) of fire, and being it, and is reckoned one with it:" 

Iron in its own nature, teems with the so Theodoret says of red-hot gold, 

power of fire." Then he carries on Epist. 145, that it has the colour and 



Christ, Riseriy had a true Body. 205 

O. But it is treated as irou still: its natures is not destroyed. 
If then " mixture " can take place in bodies without " fiision," it is 
senseless to think of a " fusion " in respect to the unchangeable 
nature, and the annihilation of that nature which has been assumed 
for the benefit of mankind." 

£. I do not say tliat it was annihilated, but that it was changed 
into the essence of Godhead *. 

O. Has not the Humanity^, then, its previous determinate being }^ 

E. By no means. 

O. When did it undergo this change ? 

E. After the ^^ complete union," which took place in the con- 
ception. 

O. Be it so. But long after the Nativity, we read of Him as an 
infant, as circumcised, growing up, hungering, walking, &c. Ail 
these are human incidents. Therefore, the Manhood did not lose 
its own nature after the union. 

E. I was inaccurate: the change took place after the Resurrec- 
tion. 

O. But, did not the Risen Christ show His hands and feet? s. Luke 

E. Yes — even as He entered when the doors were shut ^. o**/?* 

O. But He did that as He issued from the Virginal womb®, or as 20. 19. 
He walked on the sea. 

O. He showed His hands only as He wrestled with Jacob. 
E. On the contrary, He did it to remove all suspicion of His be- 
ing incorporeal. " Handle Me and see ; for a spirit hath not flesh S. Luke 
and bones, as ye see Me have" ... He did not say that He was flesh ^ ^^» 
and bones ' ; He had them as distinct from Himself, although His 
Personal oneness was unimpaired ; and He " ate before them," 
neither in illusion, nor from physical need. 

activity of fire, but " remains gold." God alone had an i.'jrtpiypcupop ^Iffiv, 

Cp. Hooker, v. 54. 6. On the theo- In Genes. Qu. 3 ; and see below, 

logical use of ivepy^iUf for the distinc- p. 215. 

tive operation or faculty of operation, ^ Theodoret alludes to the << enter- 

belonging to A or B, see Newman's ing in when the doors were shut " in 

Athan. Treat, ii. 412, ed. 2. Epist. 145. S. HUarjr, de Trin. iii. 20, 

^ I. e. by a sort of ** transubstan- insists that it was miraculous. Com- 

tiation." pare Prof. Macpherson on the Resur. 

^ Th kvBpdnrLvovyivos, rection,p.313; "Is there aught in con - 

^ UfpiypcutiiiP. Where Eusebius, vi. sistent with His claim to possess such 

33, speaks of Beryllus as daring to a union of the Divine and human 

say that our Saviour did not preexist natures, when we find in the Gospels 

in any proper and determinate form that He had a power over His human 

of being (vepiypatp'fip,) he apparently body which no ordinary man pos- 

means, "in no distinct personality." sesses ?" &c. 

But Theoduret seems to have held '^ Dr. Pusey on Real Presence, p. 59. 

that 'irepiypa(p'fi or " circumscription" ' Theodoret is copying Athan. £p. 

was characteristic of a created being Epict. 7 ; c. Apollin. i. 6. 
as such (Angels inclusive), and that 



206 Christ, Ascended, has a true Body. 

£. But if He did not need food, we must suppose that He only 
seemed to eat. 

O. A body when made immortal could not need food. But He 
did eat, for Scripture says so: and He ate, to show that He was alive. 
What He then did by '* economy " is not a law of nature. A risen 
body is, as such, '' incorruptible :" so was His, — ^yet, by another 
''economy." He caused it to retidn the wound-prints, which Thomas 
handled s. 

£. But if it had become incorruptible and immortal, it was changed 
into another nature. 

O. If so, men's bodies, at their resurrection, will be thus changed 
into another essence. But in fact, it is not their nature that will 
be changed, but their corruptibility and mortality. So a sickly body, 
when it becomes healthy, remains the same essence. So our bodies, 
when they shall rise again, will not have lost their own nature. 

E. True. 

O. Therefore the Lord's body, though risen and incorruptible, and 
glorified, and adored by the heavenly Powers, is still a body, having 
its previous circumscribed form \ 

£. But after the Ascension, was it not changed into the Divine 
nature ? 

O. ''Well, / could not say so in obedience to human reasonings. 

For I am not so rash as to say what Scripture has not said." And 

Acts 1. Scripture does tell me that He will return " as they had seen Him 

"• go into heaven." Now what they saw was a circumscribed nature. 

And an uncircumscribed nature is invisible: but He will be visible on 

the throne of judgment. 

E. On that shomng, even before His Incarnation He was '' clr- 
Isa. 6. 1. cumscribed." For Isaiah saw Him enthroned. 

O. What He saw was not the Divine essence, but an appearance 
Zech. 12. suitable to his capacity. At the Judgment, ''all men will "look 
^^' upon" the Judge's nature as visible," even as Stephen saw Him. 

5g/ * E. Well, but I think you cannot prove that the inspired writers 
PhU. 3. speak of His ascended body as " a body." 

O. Yes, the Apostle calls it " the body of His glory." It is not 
then changed into a different nature it remains a body, although filled 
with Divine glory. And the bodies of the saints' will be "conform- 
ed " to His. 

E. Will they then be equal to His ? 

O. They will partake of its glory, but in inferior measure ; even as 

f Compare Athan. Ep. Epict. 6. Comp. Wilberforce on Incarnation, 
** Tleptypoup^v, This passage is c. 10. p. 188. 
referred to by Hooker, v. 54. 9. 



Argument from the Eucharist. 207 

He who is Light called the stunts ''light." Have I not answered S.Matt. 
your question ? 6. 14. 

E. One must " move every stone" to arrive at truth on questions 
of sacred doctrine. 

O. Well, " the mystic symbols * which are oflFered to God by the 
priests ^, of what are they symbols ?" 

£. Of the Lord's Body and Blood. 

O. Of what is really a body ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Quite right: for a figure implies an existent original \ " If 
then the Divine mysteries are figures ^ of what is really a body, the 
Lord's Body is even now a body ; not changed into the nature of 
Godhead, but filled with Divine glory." 

E. I am glad you have referred to the Eucharist. " From it I 
will show you that the Lord's Body is changed into a different nature. 
Let me ask, what do you call the gift which is offered ' before the 
priest's invocation » ? ' " 

O. It is not right to answer explicitly ; perhaps some uninitiated 
persons may be present ®. 

E. Well, answer enigmatically. 

O. Food, from ceitain seeds. 

E. And the other symbol ? 

O. It has a general name, signifying a kind of drink. 

E. "But after the consecration what do you call them ?" 

O. " Christ's Body and Christ's Blood." 

E. " And you believe that you receive Christ's Body and Blood ?" 

O. " I do so believe." 

* See Dr. Pusey's Doctrine of Real in i. 5, 6. that according to Valenti- 
Presence, p. 94 ff. on the use of this niis the Church of spiritual men was 
class of terms for the consecrated an h-vrirvvov of the Mon Ecclesia. 
elements. So Cyril of Jerusalem calls the ele- 

^ Eridently he supposes the Ele- ments kifrvrhrov of the Body and 

ments not to lose their character as Blood, Catech. 23. 20. But Nestorius 

oblations after the invocation or com- reverses this use, "This bread, of 

pletion of the consecration. Compare which the Body is &vr/Ti/iroy,*' ap. 

Hammond's Liturgies, Eastern and Cyr. adv. Nest. iv. 5, (Pusey, p. 200;) 

Western, pp. 18, 43, 7b, 113, 159, and and in dointr so has the authority of 

Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. 23. 6. I S. Pet. 3. 11, where hnirvKov means 

* *Apx^'rvirout — ^what he calls fur- what we can an antitype. 

ther on iLX-fiOeia. Comp. Pusey, on " For the Invocation of the Holy 

Real Presence, p. 112. Spirit in the West-Syrian Liturgies, 

*» 'Aj/r/rvTra, used for what we see, e.g. S.James's, Hammond, p. 43. 

should call types, or figures, as in the ^ Observe the Disciplina Arcani. 

liturgy of S. Basil, Hammond's Li- See above, p. 184. It is remarkable 

turgies, p. 114 : and in Apost. Const, that Theodoret refrains from mention. 

V. 14 : vi. 30. So S. IrensBus in ing ** bread and wine," but does not 

Fragm. 38. (Stieren, i. 855,) calls the hesitate to speak of the ** Body and 

bread and the cup ^vtit^itup, and says Blood." 



208 Argument from the Eucharist. 

E. As then the symbols of the Lord's body and blood are differ- 
ent things after the invocation from what they were before, "so His 
body, after it was taken up (into heaven), was changed into the 
Divine essence," 

O. " You are caught in the nets which you wove P. For the my- 
stical symbols do not depart from their own nature after the conse- 
cration : they remain in their former essence, and figure, and form, 
and are seen and touched as they were before ; but are thought of as 
what they have become, and are believed and worshipped, as being 
those things which are believed 4. Compare then the image with the 
archetype ; for the type must be like the reality. That body has 
its previous form and circumscription, and, in short, bodiiy essence : 
but it became immortal after the resurrection, and superior to cor- 
ruption, and was raised to a seat on God's right hand, and is adored 
by all creation, and called the body of the Sovereign of Nature ^" . 

£. But the symbol is no longer called what it was before, but 
** body." Therefore the reality ought to be no longer called body, 
but " God." 

O. No : the symbol is also called " bread of life ■," the Lord's 
own phrase ; and the Body itself is called Divine, the body of our 
Lord, who is God and Man K 

p This is the famous Eacharistic to be only thus far related to Christ's 
passage, (translated in Pusey on Real body that to receive it in faith is to re- 
Presence, p. 85.) It shows that Theo- ceive the benefits of Christ's death, re- 
doret could assert, as unquestionable tains its nature after it has been placed 
Church doctrine, that the consecrated in this relation. Therefore Christ's 
elements retained their "nature" Manhood, which is admitted to be 
and " essence " as bread and wine, taken into a relation of personal union 
even as S. Chrysostom had said be- with God the Word, retains its na- 
fore him (Ep. to Csesarius,') and Pope ture likewise." The cases would have 
Gelasius siud after him (De duabus been so different, that comparison, and 
Natoris.) But it also shows that the argument from comparison, would 
participation of Christ's Body and have been out of question. Of course 
Blood, through those " symbols," was the analogy between the h3^ostatic 
believed by him to be real. Its tes- and sacramental unions cannot be 
timony is not negative only, but pressed beyond this point, that they 
positive. *' Theodoret reasons thus : are both mysteriously real. 
There is an allowed analogy between ^ Reverence is paid to the visible 
the Incarnation and the Eucharist, elements because they are regarded 
In each, there is a higher part united as having in some true sense *' become 
to a lower. The bread is to the Body that " which is an object of faith and 

as the Manhood to the Godhead is " received " through them. 

The two unions so correspond as that ' The argument is. As the consecra- 

the reality and distinction of the parts ted bread receives honour by virtue of 

in the one union imply the like reality its sacramental union with Christ's 

and distinction in the other. The body, its "archetype," yet remains 

argument vanishes, if there is not in bread, so that " archetype " is ho- 

both cases alike a real outward and noured by virtue of its personal union 

a real inward part, and a real union with the Word, yet remains a body, 
of the two." MS. by Mr. Keble. " So in the Roman Oblation, " the 

Theodoret could not have arg^ued, in holy bread of eternal life." 
effect ; " The bread, which is admitted < Cyril would have heartily echoed 
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Authorities for " Two Natures.** 209 

E. Can you cite any Saints who have distinguished the natures 
after the union ? 

O. (replies by citing twenty Fathers, Ignatius, Smym. 3 ; Irenaeus, 
Hippolytus, Eustathius, Athanasius, Orat. c. Ari. ii. 70, Ep. Epict. 
9 ; [another passage not found in it :] Serm. Major, 29, de Incam. 
et c. Arian. 2, 3, 22 ; Ambrose, Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, Gregory 
Nyssen, Amphilochius, Theophilus, Chrysostom, Flavian of Antioch, 
Cyril of Jerusalem, Antioch us, Hilary, Augustine, Severian, Atti- 
cus, Cyril of Alexandria, [Ep. ad Nest. 2, Pusey, p. 6, a sentence 
which suggested part of the Definitio of Chalcedon] Ep. ad Joan, 
[part of the Formulary of Reunion and another sentence] Comm. 
on Hebrews, Scholia 4, 13, 27.) 

E. I did not think that they distingfuished the natures after the 
union, but I find that they carry the distinction to excess. 

O. It is rash to blame those noble champions of faith. (He 
quotes several passages from Apollinaris himself, as affirming a 
union which is not a fusion, and a distinction between Godhead 
and Manhood after the union. " Truth," O. adds, " compelled the 
first inventor of the fusion to own this.") 

E. Even musical chords require some rest, and so we rational 
beings may reasonably measure our exertions by our capacities. Let 
us put off the discussion of Impassibility until to-morrow. 

O. David exhorts us to meditate on the Divine oracles day and Ps. 1. 2. 
night : but let us do as you desire. 



DIALOGUE HI. " LMPASSIBILIS:' 

O. (1) I have proved 'Uhat God the Word is immutable, and that 
He became man, not by being converted into flesh, but by assuming 
in perfection the nature of man ; and (2) that after this union He 
remained what He was, unmingled, impassible, unchanged, uncir- 
cum scribed, and also preserved in its entirety the nature which He 
had assumed : " this the Scriptures and the Church teachers have 
affirmed. It remuns to speak of His Passion : a subject most pro- 
fitable, for from this source flows our salvation. 

E. I agree with you. But let us alter the order of our debate : 
let me ask questions, do you answer. 

O. Be it so. 

this, which is put in to show that majesty of Christ's Body. Cp. Epist. 
<* Orthodox" recognises the unique 145. 

P 



210 Christ's Deity impassible, 

E. Who was it that suffered ? 

O. Our Lord Jesus Christ. 

£. Was it then a man that saved us ? 

O. Why, did we admit that our Lord was Man only ? 

E. What do you believe Christ to be ? 

O. The Son of the livings God, made Man. 

E. Is God's Son God ? 

O. Yes, God, havings the same essence with the God who begat 
Him"*. 

E. ** It was God, then, who endured the Passion." 

O. " If He was crucified incorporeally, then ascribe the Passion 
to the Godhead '." fiut if it was by takings flesh that He became 
Man, why not say that what was passible suffered ? 

" Contrast Theodore, explaining the name of " God the Word." 
the Sonship as adoptive, Mansi, ix. Under the influence of this sensitive- 
Si 1, and as constituted by preeminent ness he did not see that, since the In- 
virtue, ib. 217. He also sud that the carnation, all sinless human conditions 
Man was Son by grace, the Word be- were equally predicable of " God the 
infc Son by nature : that Jesus was Word" with due explanation, equally 
** Son of God " in a higher degree non-predlcable without it. In this 
than others, but was equally with context, however, Tlieodoret is evi- 
them a Son by grace, ib. 219. dently bent on confuting those who 

' See Tillemont, xv. 253, that while would infer the passibility of the God- 
** he refuses to admit the expression, head in the Incarnate from the phrase 
'The Word suffered in flesh,' on the which he attacks. All that he con- 
ground that it is obscure, open to a tends for is contained in Cyril's own 
very bad interpretation, and not au- words in the great epistle which had 
thorised by Scripture, he at the same been received with such applause at 
time acknowledges its Catholic sense the Council of Ephesus, Ep. ad Nest, 
in a very clear manner, and only 2. (Pusey, pp. 6, 8) " The Divinity is 
rejects what all the orthodox reject- impassible and incorporeal : but since 
ed. Yet it is strange that he did not that body which had become proper 
approve of an expression which it is to Him (God the Word) suffered. He 
easy to find in Scripture, which was Himself is said to have suffered this for 
commonly used in the Church, and us, for the Impassible One was in the 
which was based on the maxim which suffering body. And in the same way 
he himself establishes in his Dialogues, do we think of His dying, for God the 
— that the union of the two natures Word is by nature . . . immortal . . . 
makes the names common." In fact, but since His own body . . . tasted 
this contention of Theodoret's is in- death for all men. He is said to have 
consistent with his prerious admission suffered this death, &c." In the Epis- 
as to the One Personality. If the phrase tie to John, Cyril says, <'We all ac 
"God suffered in flesh," is altogether knowledfi^e the Word of God to be 
inadmissible, so is the Pauline state- impassible, although He Himself, ar. 
ment that " the liord of glory was cru- ran^i^nfi^ (olKouofiwv) the mystery with 
cified : " so is the statement that God all wisdom, is seen to ascribe to Him. 
was born in flesh, or that Mary was sclfthesuflerinfi^s which befell His own 
Theotocos. If these statements are flesh; therefore Petersays, "Christ hav- 
orthodox, the phrase censured has a ing suffered in flesh," and not in the 
good meaning. But this may be nature of the ineffable Godhead ; for, 
urged in Theodoret's behalf, that the in order that He might be believed to 
Apollinarian controversy had made be the Saviour of the whole (rwi^ 5Aa>v) 
men specially sensitive as to any as- He refers to Himself, as I said, by an 
sociation of one particular human economic appropriation, the suffer- 
condition, that of passibility, with ings of His own flesh." Cp. Cyril, Com- 
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Christ's Deity impassible. 211 

'E. But He took flesh, just to enable the impassible to suffer 
through the passible. 

O. If He suffered apart from flesh, why did He take flesh ? It 
would be a superfluity. 

£. The Divine nature is immortal, but was united to the mortal 

in order to taste of death through it. 

O. But by no such conjunction could what is naturally immortal 
undergo death. 

monitory to Posidonius, and Schol. are admitted, all the rest will go 

4, 13, 36, &c. See too Theodoret, in straight." If Cyril did not verbally 
the last section of the ** Demonstratio admit the first proposition, he admit, 
per Syllogismos,*' "The Divine nature ted it in effect : the second he admit- 
. . . not feeling pain from the Passion, ted in so many words ; and while we 
but having appropriated the Passion as observe that Cyrii^ in 436, treated the 
belonging to its own temple and the proposition, ** The Word, remaining 
flesh united to it, on which account impassible, suffered in His own flesh 
also believers are called members of for us," as one of three main points 
Christ." It is probable enough that to be set forth against Nestorianism 
Tlieodoret was thinking in part of (Synod. 208) we must also appreciate 

5. Athanasius, c. Apollin. ii. 11 ; but the motive for such urgency, as ex- 
see note there. Epiphanius, while pressed in his letter to Valerian, 
insisting "that the Godhead was in it- Doubtless, he there says (Epist. 
self impassible," and that " God re- p. 163), the Deity is impassible. "But 
mained impassible," says that " He who was it who said to His Father, 
suffered with His flesh," Hser. 69. 24. 'A body hast Thou prepared Me?' 
Indeed Theodoret himself says, " It is How could one man die as equivalent 
plain that some things belong to Him for all (vdmav itvrd^ios) if the Pas- 
as God, others as Man : so too both sion is considered to be simply that of 
passibility and impassibility attach to a man? But if He suffered humanly, 
the Lord Christ, for He suffered as to in appropriating the sufferings of His 
His manhood, but He remained im- own flesh, then indeed, then we may 
passible as God," Epist. 130. Comp. say, and with good reason, that the 
Athan. c. Apollin. i. 11. " It is He death of One in flesh is considered 
Himself who suffered, and who did an equivalent for the life of all : not 
not suffer." This is quite in accord, as the death of one like to ourselves, 
ance with Cyril's teaching. On the although He became one of us, but 
substantial agreement between Cyril that, being God by nature. He was 
and Theodoret on this point (an agree- incarnate and made man." (He had 
ment not incompatible with their used rwv BKwp avrd^ios in Ad Pulche- 
habitually approaching the subject riam &c. (Pusey, p. 269.) At the 
from different points of view) see very opening of the controversy Pro- 
Hooker, V. 53. 4, to the effect that clus had said that " God must die for 
Theodoret meant that Christ's Divine sinners," but explained himself fur- 
nature could not suffer, but Cyril re- ther on by saying, " What He was, 
ferred to " the Person of Christ, who saved ; what He became, suffered" 
being verily God, suffered death, but (Homily, 5, 9.) ; and had spoken of 
in the flesh, and not in that sub- Him, God and Man, as more than 
stance for which the name of God is equivalent in satisfaction for the mul- 
given Him." Theodoret in this Dia- titude of offenders (ib. 6.) It is oh- 
logue avoids the Nestorianizing Ian- seryable that Cyril's 12th article was 
guageofhis criticisms on Cyril's 12th a reproduction of one of the anathe- 
article; and it is plain from Epist. 130 matisms in Damasus* letter to Pauli- 
that what he meant to guard was nus, Theod. v. 1 1 ; after condemning 
" the assumption, by the Word, of any who attributed the Passion to the 
human nature in completeness," and Divine nature, Damasus adds, " If any 
the " unconfused " character of " the one does not confess that the Word of 
union." "If," he says, "these points God suffered in flesh . . and tasted 
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212 The Soul cannot die, nor can God. 

E. Prove that, and resolve my doubts. 

O. You grant that soul is immortal, body mortal, and that from 
these natures the man subsists. 

E. Yes. 

O. " Then, the immortal is joined to the mortal. But, when the 
conjunction or union ^ is dissolved, the mortal submits to the law 
of death, but the soul remains immortal, although death was brought 
in by sin." Is not death a penalty ? 
Gen. 2. E. Yes, Scripture teaches so. 

'• O. " Then, since both soul and body sinned, why does body alone 

bear this penalty ? " 

E, Because the tasting of the forbidden fruit was a bodily act, and 
diffused tliat fruit throughout the bodily frame. Justly then did the 
body alone suffer the penalty. 

O. Physiology does not cover the whole ground: those bodily 
acts depended on the act of the soul. Therefore the body could not 
sin alone. 

E. But it makes the soul possess sin. 

O. How? 

E. Through its members. 

O. But those members can equally work for good. 

E. Yes. 

O. Body and soul, then, can obey or can break the law. 

E. Yes. 

O. But in both cases, soul acts first : the mind conceives the gfood 
or bad idea, then the body serves as an organ for expressing it. Why 
then does the body suffer alone ? 

E. Because the immortal cannot die. 

O. Yet what shared in sin should share in penalty. The soul, 
however, did not share the penalty : although in the life to come it 
S. Matt, will go into Hell with the body. 
»«>• 38. E. Yes. 

O. We see then that death is impossible for an immortal nature. 
How, then, could the Uncreated One die ? 

E. He died " in flesh." 

O. But what is immortal * cannot die at all. Again let us look 
at the question in another aspect. 

E. Yes, let us try every means of reaching the truth. 

death in flesh let him be ana- head, — as Cyril repeatedly aflSrmedy 

tliema." could not die. But the Divine Per- 

y Here he uses the Nestorian term, son could die, as He could be bom, 

evvtvpeias^ but explains it by the "in flesh," "as touching His man. 

Cyrilline kvdixreois. hood." 

* The immortal nature, — ^the God- 



What thinffs are ^^ impossible " to Him. 213 

O. Are not those who teach vice or virtue worthy of greater 
punishmeut or reward than those who learn of them ? And is not 
the Devil a teacher of evil ? 

E. Yes, a teacher ot teachers, — ^father and teacher of all wicked- 
ness. 

O. And Adam and Eve were his first scholars ; and sentence of 
death came on Adam and his posterity. How is it, then, that the 
scholars are punished more severely than the teacher, and by the 
righteous Judge ? 

E. The teacher is doomed to the unquenchable fire of Hell : 
being of immortal nature, he could not be punished by death. 

O. Nor could the worst of sinners, were they immortal. Why then 
do you not shrink from saying that 'Hhe Fountsun of immortality and 
righteousness suffered death?" 

E. Your argument would hold, were it not that He suffered volun- 
tarily. 

O. fiut God does not will to do what is abhorrent to His na- 
ture. " All things are possible to God " must be taken with this 
limitation \ To sin, for instance, is impossible to Him. He is very 
and intellectual Light; He could not will to become, — could not 
become, — darkness ; His nature could not become visible, nor com- 
prehensible, for it is incomprehensible ^, and invisible. Nor could 
He become non-existent : nor could the Father become Son nor the 
Son Father, nor either of Them the Holy Spirit. Other things 
could be mentioned, which are impossible to the Almighty ; the im- 
possibility being indeed a proof of boundless power, not of weakness. 

E. How so ? 

O. Because each of these impossibilities exhibits the Divine im- 
mutability, — the utmost extent of goodness, — of truth, — of justice, — 
e. g. " it is impossible for God to lie," " He cannot deny Himself." Heb. 6. 
This shows His supernatural power, for it shows that He is God. ^ * • o 

E. This is true, and accordant with Scripture. 13, 

O. Then His immortality is as inseparable from Him as are His 
other perfections. 

• See Epist. 144, that those who power. For when we say of our own 

found fault with the expression, "some soul that it is impossible for it to die, 

things are altogether impossible to we do not impute to it weakness, but 

God," must be either imperfectly in- assert that it has the power of being 

formed in points of doctrine, or of no immortal." Compare Origen c. Cels. 

fixed opinions. " Ask them whether iii. 70. that " God can do everything 

it is possible for God .. to lie ... or that it is possible for Him to do with- 

again, to be unjust . . . unwise, &c. out ceasing to be God and good and 

Then say to them, There are many wise," and " the power to do evil is 

things impossible to God, but these contrary to His omnipoience." 

impossibilities do not indicate incapa- ^ 'AKardKifirros — K<d irdfiway &y.c^- 

city, but are tokens of the greatest ktos. 
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214 Manhood distinct from Godhead. 

Rom. 5. E. But Scripture asserts the death of God's own Son. 

O. Yes, but we have already admitted that the Son appeared in 
perfect human nature. 

E. We have. 

O. On this account then, He was called Son of Man. 

E. True. 

O. "Therefore our Lord Jesus Christ is also truly our God. 
For, of these natures, the one He had always, the other He truly 
assumed." 

E. Undeniably. 

O. Therefore, as Man, He suffered : as God He could not suffer ^ 

E. " Why then does Scripture say that the Son of God suffered ? '' 

O. " Because the body that suffered was His body. Look at it 
Gen. 27. thus : " Isaac could not see :" does that refer to his soul ?" 

E. No, only to his body. 
Amos 7. ^» And wlien Amos or Samuel is called " the seer," does that 
12. refer to his body ? 

jg^ * ' E. No, only to his soul. 

Heb. 12. O. " The hands that hang down, the feeble knees" — does this re- 
fer to bodily limbs, or is it an expression for spiritual languor ? 

E. The latter, of course. 

O. Yet these distinctions are not expressed in Scripture : they are 
assumed. We are supposed to distinguish between what is bodily 
and what is spiritual. 

E. Naturally : for we are endowed with reason. 

O. Then let us think reasonably as to our Creator and Saviour, 
and distinguish between what belongs to His Godhead and what to 
His Manhood. 

E. But if we do, we dissolve that perfect^ union. 

O. No more than you dissolve the union of soul and body by dis- 
tinguishing their properties. 

E. Scripture says, the Son of God suffered. 

O. Nor do I say that any other suffered : but, the Godhead being 
impassible, we attribute suffering to the body. 

E. Then it was a bcdy that wrought our salvation. 

^ Cyril explidtly disowns what his who is " God the Word." In Epist. 

opponents imputed to him under the 144 he says, " Since the body assumed 

^§^^;-v, . name of " Theopathia," while at the was called the body of the Only-be- 

^ T^^r^-- • same time he maintains that the Son gotten Son of God, He refers to Him- 

»%?%'.> i ■•: ^'f ®®d suffered in His earthly nature, self the suffering of that body," and 

- "iV" . * .'-J' ' or humanly, because the '* flesh that quotes Leo, " the Son of God suffered 

n^'t"':' . * ". suflfered was His." Epist. p. 144, as He could suffer, according to the 

J?'"^.. ■ ' And in the text Theodoret really nature which He assumed." Com- 

SJ-^i '>"■ ■ grants all that Cyril demanded: for pare p. 131. 

^feifev ■ ■ ■ he admits that it was " He" who suf- <* "AKpay, see p. 204. 



Jesus felt human infirmities as Man. 215 

O. Not the body of a mere raan, but of the only Son of God ®. 
If the figure of that body ^ is worshipped and venerated, how can the 
archetype itself be insignificant ? 

£. *' I do not so regard it : but I mil not dissever it from the 
Godhead." 

O. *' Nor do we divide the union : we do but take account of the 
properties of the natures." You will soon join with us in doing so. 

E. Are you prophesying ? 

O. No : but I know the power of truth. But when you read, S. John 
" I and My Father are one," and, " He that hath seen Me, hath seen JJ- '^ * 
the Father," do you refer this to the flesh or the Godhead ? 

E. To the Godhead, of course. 

O. And also, " the Word was God ? " 

E. Yes. 

O. But when "Jesus sat wearied by the well R," did this weariness lb. 4. C. 
belong to the Godhead or to the body ? 

E. " I cannot bear to divide things that are united." 

O. " Then you ascribe the weariness to the Godhead ? " 

E. " To me it seems so." 

O. This is against Scripture, which says that God cannot be isa. 40. 
wearied, and that He preserves His servants from weariness. 28, 31. 

E. Of course, as God, He could not suffer : but after His Incar- 
nation, He endured the Passion. 

O. But how ? by receiving it in His Godhead, or by allowing the 
passible nature to feel it, in proof of His being Man in reality, not 
in semblance ^ ? Do we say, the Divine nature was uncircumscribed ? 

E. Yes. 

O. But the uncircumscribed nature, being omnipresent, cannot 
need to pass hither and thither, nor to walk, — therefore it cannot be 
weaned. 

E. But "Jesus was wearied:" and Jesus is God. 



^ This was what Cyril so earnestly heaven," de Catech. Rud. 40. So much 

pressed : see above^ p. 169. as to the hypostatic ** appropriation," 

' T^os, Alluding to the reverence by Him who is " very God," of the 
shown to the consecrated elements, human acts or properties, ''saving," 
see p. 208. For this use of rt^iros see as S. Leo says, £p. 28. 3, " the pro- 
Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecli. 22. 3. priety of each nature and substance." 
It is equivalent to cvfifioXov, as used He illustrates this salvo further on : 
in Dial. ii. On the passage in the " To thirst, to be wearied, is clearly 
text, see Dr. Pusey's Doctrine of Real human. But ... to bestow living 
Presence, p. 112. water ... is unquestionably Divine . . . 

« See Pearson on Creed, vol. i. Foralthoughinour Lord Jesus Christ 

p. 324, ed. Burton. S. Augustine there is one Person of God and Man, 

says, " He thirsted who . . . spiritually aliud tamen est unde in utroque com- 

is . . . the fountain of the thirsty : He munis est contumelia, aliud unde 

was wearied by an earthly journey, communis est gloria," ib. 4. 

who has made Himself our way to ^ ^ou^rao-f^. See p. 87. 
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216 The distinction to be presupposed. 

O. Consider, then, how the being wearied and not wearied can 
belong to one Person *. Even a '* barbarian" would understand that, 
granting the union of the dissimilar natures, the properties of both 
are assumed by Clirist's Person, but are ascribed to the natures re- 
spectively : e.g. unweariedness to the uncircumscribed nature, weari- 
ness to that which passes from place to place ^. As you yourself 
have admitted these to be bodily affections, you distinguish the pro- 
perties of Godhead and Manhood. My prediction, therefore, comes 
true. 

£. But I have not divided the one Son into two. 

O. Nor do I, my friend : I only recognise what belongs to the 
several natures. 
Rom. 5. E. " Scripture does not teach us such distinctions." It spake of 
1 Cor 6 " ^^ Son" as having died, — of "the Lord" as raised again. 
14. O. It says t jo, that Stephen and the patriarchs were buried. Were 

their souls buried ? 

E. No. 

O. So in other Scripture narratives of burial and death, Scripture 
" uses names which signify both soul and body :" but we distinguish 
between the immortal souls and the buried or slain bodies. If you 
do the like as to names of men, why not as to the Son of God ? 

E. Scripture teaches that the Son of God suffered. 

O. But Paul interprets the Passion, and shows what nature it 
was that suffered. 

E. Prove this, as soon as you can. 
Heb. 2. Q^ « jjg ig not ashamed to call them brethren." 

E. What of that? 

O. " Brethren" points to kinship: kinship belongs to Manhood. 
Read on in that context, 
lb. 2. 14, E. (reads) " Forasmuch as the children partook of flesh," &c. 
*^* O. This passage, I think, explains itself. 

E. I do not see in it the proof you promised. 

' Upoffd^ircf). The word TrpSa-ooiroy sions belong to the Only-begotten, the 

is used by Theodoret as equivalent to one, to Him as God and Maker, and 

iir6(rTa(n5: it has lost that older sense the other to Him as having become 

of " aspect" or " character" which led Man for our sakes." And Epist. 130, 

S. Basil to suspect it, unless guarded " It is plain to those who think aright 

by vir6(rTa(ns, Epist. 210. 5. that some things befit Him as God, 

^ Compare this with the Formulary others as Man. Thus both passibility 

of Reunion ; and with Theod. Epist. and impassibility belong to the Lord 

104 ; ** Applying (to Him) as man Christ. For He suffered as to His 

what is said respecting humiliation Manhood, but remained impassible 

and in accordance with the nature as Qod." &c. He had said just before, 

assumed ; and again (to Him) as God ** Although we recognize the diversity 

what befits God not dividing of the natures, rhv %va xp^ frpoaKvy^Tv 

Him into two persons (Trp6(ra>'ira) but 'Ti6v" See above, p. 172, and corn- 
teaching that both classes of expres- pare pp. 178, 182. 



The effect of the Death qf Christ. 217 

O. It shows that, to destroy the power of death by a just method, 
He took Oil Him the firstfruitx of what was liable to death, kept it 
spotless, and then allowed death t« seize and devour it: but because 
of death's injustice towards the firstfruits. He put a stop to its unjust 
tyranny over all the others. For since He has restored to life the 
firstfruits, then unjustly devoured, He will cause the rest of mankind 
to rise too'. The Deity therefore is impas^ble. 

E. The pasa^e does not, to my mind, ])rove this. 

O. Surely the text shows that He took flesh and blood, in order 
to have a nature that could suffer, nnd thus destroy the power or 
Satan? 

£. " How did He destroy that power through the flesh ? " 

O. "By what weapons did Satan enslave the nature of men?" 

£. By sin. 

O. What penalty did God assign to disobedience P 

E. Death. 

O. Sio, then, is death's mother, Satan is sin's father"*. 

E. Yes. 

O. Sin, then, it was which attacked men's nature, and brought it 
into relations with her father and her offspring. 

E. Clearly. 

0. Therefore the Maker, willing to crush the power of both °, 
assumed the nature thus attacked, ke])t it free trom sin, and rescued 
it from Satan's power. For, death being the penalty of sinners, 
after death had unjustly seized on a sinless body, He first of all raised 
again that body, and then promised release to those that had justly 
been death's bondmen. 

E. " But do you think It just, tliat the bodies justly given over 
to death should share in resurrection with that which had been un- 
justly detuned f" 

O. And do you think it just, that when Adam broke the command- 
ment, the race should follow the ancestor? 

E. Even if they had not shared in that disobedience, yet they had 
committed other sins, deserving of death. 

O. But among the race were not sinners only, but just men, u 
prophets and apostles : yet they all died ". 

E. How could they help dying, being of mortal parentage ? When 
Adam became a father, he had already sinned, and become subject to 
death. 

' See his 10th oration " de Provi- " See the same ioiHg'er}' la Para- 
dentia," (Op. iv. 671 ) for a rhetorical dUe Lost, ii. 7;!? If. 
expansion uf tliia idea in application ° I.e. Sin ami Salan. 
to Satan. Cp. Oxenhaoi, Cath. Doc. ° The Idea of uri^iiial sin dooa Qi 
trine of the Atonement, p. iiH, appear la tUs pauoge- 
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O. Yes, " you have well shown why it is that we share in death. 
Let us apply it to the Resurrection, *' for the remedy must be con- 
sonant to the disease." As 'Mn the condemnation of the head of the 
race, the race was also condemned : so when our Saviour took away 
the curse, our nature acquired its freedom." As we died in Adam, 
so we rise in Christ. 

£. ** Church doctrines must be stated with proofs, not by mere 
affirmation P." Does Scripture teach this ? 

O. (reads Rom. 5, 15 ff. 1 Cor. 15. 20 ff.) Observe here the com- 
parison of Adam with Christ \ — the disease *' with the cure, the sin 
with the abundance of righteousness, the curse with the blessing, . . 
death with life, the man with the Man. Although Christ is not Man 
only, but God before the ages'^, yet Paul names Him fix)m the 
nature He assumed. To it belong the justification, the combat, the 
victory, the Passion, the Death, the Resurrection: in it we * partake,' 
with it those will reign who practise truth and the mode of life belong- 
ing to the Kingdom. With it, I mean, not as if I were separating 
from it the Deity, but as referring to its properties." 
Rom. 8. E. But, '* He spared not His own Son." What Son? 
3^* O. There is One Son of God, the Only-begotten, " His own Son." 

E. He^ then, was " given up." 

O. He was: but not without a body, as we have often admitted. 
E. We have often admitted that He took body and soul : but it 
was " the Son" that was not spared. 
Clen. 22. O. Isaac was " not spared ;" but was he slwn ? 
1^« E. No, God forbade it, though Abraham was willing. 

O. Then you do not take that passage according to the bare letter. 
So here, you should understand that it was not the Godhead, but the 
flesh that was not spared. Was Abraham's sacrifice ** a type of that 
which was offered for the world ?" 

E. No. I cannot take what is read as "panegyric"" in churches 
to be a rule of doctrines. 

O. " You ought to have followed Church doctors." But, how- 
S. John ever, remember, Abraham saw Christ's day. 
8. 56. £ « J believe that type." 

O. '' Compare it, then, with the reality. In both there is a father, 
and a beloved son carrying the material of the sacrifice. . • It is sud 

P 'Airo8€(Kriicws, oIk i.iro4>airnKQ5, 145. 

That is, Scripture is the verifying ' I. e. by way of setting forth the 

aatliority for oral Church teaching. obedience or faith of an individual. 

1 On the Two Adams see Cyril See Theodoret, Epist. 151, on "pane- 
ad v. Nest. iii. 6 (Pusey, p. 173.) and gyrical " language extolling the 
Augustine de Pecc. Orig^inali, c. 24. di nity of the Virgin. Theodoret 

' eebs irpoai<&yios. So in Epist. somewhat evades Gen. 22. 16. 
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that the two events took place on the same hill-top ^ : and the num- 
ber of the days and nights agree, and the subsequent resurrection. 
For Isaac was offered up, in his father's purpose, as soon as the 
order came ; and was saved from death three days after. And the 
ram presented the figure of a cross." An image cannot have all 
the points of the archetype. Isaac and the ram, as symbolizing the 
difference of natures, suit the conditions of a type: not so as to 
suggest a hypostatic separation, for none such exists in the anti- 
type : the union of Godhead and Manhood which we assert involves 
one undivided personality ^ ; we think of the Self-same as both God 
and Man, and all the properties of Godhead and of Manhood we 
predicate of His One Person. As then the ram cannot represent 
the resurrection, there is a partition of the type: the ram repre- 
sents the death, Isaac himself the resurrection. Consider also other 
types, embodied in the Mosaic sacrifices: e.g. the Paschal lamb, 
tlie red heifer burned outside the camp, and the two goats, on the 
day of atonement, one shun, one let go, — typical of the Manhood Cp. Heb. 
and of the Godhead. |^- ^^• 

£. Is it not blasphemous to compare the Lord to goats ? 8, 9! ' 

O. No, unless it be so to compare Him to a serpent, a worse 
creature than a goat. 

E. But our Lord is called a lamb, a sheep. 

O. As to that, Paul calls Him "sin" and a "curse;" in which 2 Cor. 5. 
aspect. He is the antitype of the serpent and the goat. And He oal. 3. 
died for sheep and goats, the just and the unjust. l^* 

£. But if two goats are a type, they suggest two Persons. 

O. One goat could not be a type at once of Godhead and of Man- 
hood. See also the sacrifice in which one bird was slain, the other ]^' ^^* 
dipt in the blood of the slain bird and set free. 

£. I cannot enter into obscure arguments. 

O. Will you then blame Paul for his reference to Sarah and Hagar ? ^' ^* 

E. Ten thousand more arguments will not " persuade me to divide 
the Passion !" The Angel said, " See the place where the Lord lay." 8. Matt. 

O. So, on entering a church, we ask, " Who is it that lies in the ' ' 
shrine?" The answer b perhaps, Thomas', or John Baptist 7, or 
Stephen ', or some other Saint : even though there are but a very 
few relics of the saint there preserved. No one supposes that the 
soul is there! By "the Lord," the Angel meant His body,-»not 

^ Cf. '* Speaker's Commentary." * See Soz. ix. 16. Compare for this 

" "Ey vpSacovov iZudperov, This illastration Theod. Ep. 130, where 

entirely satisfies the requirements of he gives as instances the names of 

Cyril's doctrine. the martyr Julian, or Roman us, or 

' E. g. at Edessa. Soc. iv. 18. Timothy ; and Ep. 144, as to ~ 

7 See Soz. vii. 21. churches of Dionysius and 




220 The Resurrection was of Christ's Body. 

S. Matt. His soul, nor His uncircumscribed Godhead. The Evanjfelists speak 
^* • of Jesus' body as buried. We ourselves often say, " So and so is 
buried here." Scripture speaks of Aaron and Samuel as buried. 
1 Cor. 15. Paul speaks in the same sense when he says, " Christ died and 
^* ^- was buried." 

E. " You have hit yourself with your own darts :" he says " Christ." 

O. You have forgotten my long argument about bodies being 
called by the name of persons \ Why did Paul write thus to the 
Corinthians ? 

E. Because some had told them that there could be no resurrec- 
tion of bodies. 

O. Why then, to prove that there would be, did he adduce the 
Lord's Resurrection ? 

E. Because it was sufficient to prove that we should all rise again. 

O. What then made His death like to ours, so tliat His Resurrec- 
tion should be an evidence of ours ? 

E. The Son of God died to destroy death ^, and rose again to pro- 
claim that men should rise. 

O. But between God and men, how vast the difference ! 

E. But God the Word was like men in having a body. 

O. It was His body, then, to which belonged death and Resurrec- 
tion. And this is the point of Paul's argument. " From what took 
place, he establishes what is future : by what is disbelieved, he ex- 
cludes what is believed. If, he says, A seems impossible, then B is 
false. But if B is credible, then A is credible." He represents 

1 Cor. Christ as " the firstfruits " of the resurrection, as the Second Adam. 

15 23 

47* 21 ! *"^ therefore He says, " By man came also the resurrection." 

E. Is Christ, then, merely a man ? 

O. Away with the thought ! but it was as Man, not as God, that 

He died and rose, and we shall rise " with Him." 

cf. E. No doubt, it was the body that died and rose again. The 

1 Thess. Apostle implies an " affinity o essence " between the Risen One and 

ourselves. Yet I cannot bear to hear the Passion ascribed to the 

human nature alone. I must think it right to say that God the 

Word suffered in flesh. 

O. " I have often proved that what was immortal by nature could 

by no means die. If then He died. He was not immortal. How 

perilous are blasphemous words ! " 

E. *' By nature He was immortal: but, having become man, He 

suffered." 

O. Then He underwent a change. But the essence of the Tri- 
nity is admitted to be immutable. 

• P. 190. *• See Athan. c. ApoUin. ii. 17. 
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E. Peter says, " Christ suffered in flesh." Why do you not say that 1 S. Pet. 
God the Word suffered in flesh ? 

O. Scripture does not* say so. Peter says, " Christ." 

E. Is not " Christ," think you, God the Word ? 

O. "Christ " denotes the Word Incarnate. The phrase, " God the 
Word," in itself, denotes the Word as yet unincamate °." 

E. fiut if God the Word, on becoming incarnate, was called Christ, 
there is nothing absurd, that I see, in the phrase, " God the Word 
suffered in flesh." 

O. A very audacious attempt ! Consider : Scripture says God the 
Word is from God the Father. 

E. True. 

O. Yet it also says the Holy Spirit is likewise from God. 

E. Granted. 

O. And it calls God the Word " Only-begotten Son." 

E. It does. 

O. It never calls the Spirit so. 

E. Never. 

O. Yet the Spirit also has His existence from God the Father. 

E. Yes. 

O. Would you then venture to call Him a " Son ? " 

E. By no means. 

O. Why not ? 

E. Because I do not find this phrase in Scripture ^. 

O. Would you call Him « begotten ?" 

E. No. 

O. Why not? 

E. I do not find this in Scripture. 

O. What then should we call that which is not begotten nor 
made? 

E. Uncreated and unbegotten. 

O. The Spirit was neither begotten nor made ; is it not so ? 

E. He was neither begotten nor made. 

O. Will you then call Him " t/nbegotten ? " 

E. No. 

O. Why not ? 

E. Because I fear to say what Scripture does not say. 

O. " Observe this reverential caution, my good friend, in regard 
to the Passion also." Scripture never says, " God " suffered. 

c This is captions : the phrase, as the Father is the <' only" Father, so 

used by Cyril, and indeed by " Kranis- the Son is the " only" Son, and there- 

tes," presumes the Incarnation. fore the Holy Spirit cannot be another 

^ Athanasius meets an Arian ques- Son, or <* brother" of the Son, Ep. 

tion on this point by saying that as ad Scrap, i. 16. 
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222 Christ's Deity impassible. 

E. I do not say that God the Word suffered apart from a body «. 

O. " You state the mode of suffering, not the impassibility." But 
who would say that Paul's soul died in flesh ^ ? t)ven the souls of 
the wicked are impassible. How much more was the spotless soul 
of our Saviour immortal ? 

£. All this long argument is needless : I own that His soul was 
immortal. 

O. How then can you call the Word's Divine essence mortal, or 
say that the Word suffered ? 

£. He suffered impassibly. 
1 Tim. O. These are absurd paradoxes 5. It is said by Paul, God " only 

^' ^^- hath immortality." 

E. Why then call souls immortal ? 

O. God is properly, essentially, immortal: other beings are so 
by His grant. Could the Immortal One suffer ? 
Heb. 2. E. After the Incarnation, I say, He " tasted death." 

O. But we before agreed that He was immutable. It is perilous 
for those who contend against impiety even to utter such words as 
that He was changed from living into dead. 

E. Cease to tax me with impiety. I say that the human, not the 
Divine nature suffered ; or rather that the Divine suffered witb the 
human K 

O. Do you mean that it felt the pain of crucifixion ? 

E. Yes. 

O. But even a human soul does not feel corporeal pains. Or if 
we grant that it does thus sympathise with the body, this does not 
prove that the Godhead is other than impassible ; for it is not joined 
to a body in place of a soul K Do you admit that it assumed a soul ? 

E. I have often admitted it. 

O. A rational soul, too ? 

E. Certainly k. 

O. It was then this soul which " sympathised " with the body of 
Christ. It was the body which was offered up, the soul that was 

S. John " troubled." 

12. 27. 

« Compare Ath. c. Apollin. ii. 14. •» An Apollinarian notion ; see Greg. 

Observe that Eranistes is not made to Nyss. Antirrhet. c. 5, on the ten- 
appeal to Acts 20. 28. dency of Apollinaris' treatise " on 
' The cases are not parallel ; for the Divine Incarnation " to represent 
whereas a human soul, when separated the Divinity of the Only-bcf^otten as 
from the body, goes into Hades, the mortal, and the impassible nature as 
Divine Person of the Redeemer was changed so as to partake in sufferinfi^. 
present alike with His soul and body ^ As some Arians held, see c. Apol- 
during the brief severance of the lin. i. 15. 

" vital union," as Theodoret admits ^ Here the Eutychian is fairly re- 
further on : and see p. 135. presented as disowning the character- 
s' Lit. " ridiculous riddles." istic doctrine of Apollinaris. 
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E. Wliere does the Lord show that His body was offered ! Are 
you going to adduce the oft quoted " Destroy this temple, &c. ? " S. John 

O. If you dislike the Divine words, why not erase them after the 
example t)f Marcion ^ ? But if this seems to you too audacious, do 
not mock at them, but follow the Apostles who believed them in the 
sense stated. 

E. Can you prove your point ? 

O. Manna is compared to the true Food. lb. 6. 32. 

£. I remember the text. 

O. It is added, " The bread is My flesh." lb. 6. 51. 

E. One instance is not enough. 

O. You are unreasonable : the Ethiopian was content with one Acts 8. 
text. But, when He ate the Paschal supper, Christ showed what 
that was to which the typical lamb pointed; what was the "body" 
of which it was the " shadow." 

E. I know that narrative. 

O. Remember, then, what He took, — and what he called it. 

E. " On account of the uninitiated, I will speak with some re- 
serve." (repeats the words of Institution, in substance.) 

O. Here, in " exhibiting the type of His Passion," He did not 
mention His Divinity, but His Body and Blood ™. 

E. True. 

O. " Body, therefore, it was that was crucified." 

E. So it seems. 

O. When, after His Resurrection He entered where the doors 
were shut, how did He remove their fear ? 

E. He said, " Behold My hands and My feet." S. Luke 

O. It was the body then, which He showed, and therefore which ^^* ^^' 
had risen. 

E. Clearly. 

O. That which liad risen was that which had died on the cross ? 

E. Certainly. 

O. It was, then, the body that suffered. 

E. ** The chain of argument compels one to say so." 

O. Look at it in another way also. What did the " first of apos- 
tles " say in his sermon, after the descent of the Holy S])irit ? 

E. He adduced the promises made to David, and his predictive Acts 2. 
words, " Thou wilt not leave my soul in Hades," &c. 29 ff. 

O. Resurrection, then, belongs to flesh and soul. 

* Marcion did not recognise any into the nature of a body, it would be 

Gospel save an abbreviated form of reasonable to answer that Christ did 

S. Luke's. not say, " This is My Godhead :" adv. 

" Cyril owns that if any one was to Nest. iv. 7. 
say that the Word had been changed 
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224 Christ suffered in His Manhood. 

E. How could a sane person talk of resurrection of a soul that 
never could die ? 

O. Lately you ascribed death to God: now you are suddenly 
become so " sane," that you will not ascribe resurrection to' soul. 

E. Because that which can rise must be that which has fallen ^. 

O. But body does not rise without soul : see the case of Lazarus. 

E. That is clear. 
Ezek. 37^ O. So too Ezekiel saw the souls return to their own bodies. 
^ ^- E. True. 

O. The Lord's body then, was not corrupted, but on the third day 
regained its own soul. 

E. Granted. 

O. Does Passion belong to the things to which death belongs ? 

E. Certfunly. 

O. Did not Peter and David speak both of soul and body ? 

E. Yes. 

O. '* It was not, then, the Godhead which died, but the body, by 
being severed from the soul." 

E. " For my part I cannot endure this absurd language." 

O. " You are attacking your own words." 

E. " You wrong me altogether : not one of those words is mine." 

O. If you ask a man what is that animal wl\ich is both rational 
and mortal, and he answers, *' Man," which of them is it that inter- 
prets the word ? 

E. He who answers. 

O. I was right then ; these sayings are yours, by your assent. 
1 Cor. 2. E. Well, now / will ask, what of the text about " crucifying the 
Lord of glory ° ? " It says nothing of body or soul. 

O. On that showing, you ought not to add "in flesh" when 
expldning it. 

E. No, it was "in flesh " that He suffered : the incorporeal nature 
of itself could not suffer. 

O. But one must not add to Paul's words. 

E. But one may expl^n what his purport involves. 

O. Provided, then, that we do not add to Scripture, there is no- 
thing wrong in unfolding its purport. 

E. Nothing. 
Gal. 1. O. Then let us inquire together: — as to "James the Lord's bro- 
ther ;" — was he brother of the Godhead or the Manhood ? 

E. I will not have the united natures divided. 

^ So Pearson, on the Creed, i. adv. Theod. 12. See on Athan. Ep. 
C45. Theodoret is evasive. to Max. I. 

o Cited against Theodoret by Cyril, 
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O. You have often eaough divided them P. Do you call God the 
Word " Only-begotten Son ?" 

£. I do. 

O. And Only-begotten means " only ? " 

E, Yes. 

O. And who is Only-begotten cannot have a brother. 

£. He cannot. 

O. Then the Only Son cannot have a brother; therefore James 
is not the Lord's brother. 

E. But the Lord had a body, — so that Scripture speaks of other 
properties in Him than those which belong to Godhead. James was 
His kinsman according to flesh. 

O. Again you introduce the " division," which you censure. 

E. It was necessary, in order to establish the relationship. 

O. Then do not blame me for doing the like. 

E. You are trying to evade the point. 

O. Not at all : I am coming to it. Consider : James, you say, 
was brother according to flesh only. Apply to the Passion the rule 
which you follow as to relationships ; distinguish in the one case, 
as in the other. " I too believe that the Crucified One is Lord of 
glory. For the body crucified was not that of a common man, but 
of the Ijord of glory 4." But " the union makes the names com- 
mon." You own that His flesh was not from heaven, but from 
Mary'? 

E. I do. 

O. Why, then, did He say, " the Son of Man ascending up S. John 
where He was before," or " the Son of Man who is in heaven ? " ?: i' jq 

E. That is spoken, not of the flesh, but of the Godhead. 

O. But the Godhead is from God the Father : why then is He 
here called Son of Man ? 

£. " The properties of the natures belong alike to the Person ". 
On account of the union, the Self-same is Son of Man and Son of 
God Son of David and Lord of Dand." 

O. Quite right. But it is also true, that the community of names 
involves no confusion of natures. We have therefore to consider how 
He is Son of God and also Son of Man. The Godhead it was, you ^ 

say, that descended from heaven : and it is called Son of Man be- , 

cause of the union. So too, the flesh was crucified : but the God- 
head was never separated from flesh, either on the Cross or in the 

P I. e. *< divided enough for my pur- ' As against the opinion of some 

pose, by distinguishing between their followers of Apollinaris ; see above, 

properties." p. 80 ; comp. p. 47. 

1 Exactly what Cyril would have ■ Kotvii. tov Trpotr^ov y^yovf. See 

said. p. 172. 

Q 




226 Various authorities cited 

sepulchre \ while it never felt suffering, being impassible. So " the 
Lord of glory was crucified : " the name of the impassible nature is 
ascribed to the passible, because it was called the body of the latter. 
The very text shows it. The " princes " crucified the nature which 
they knew, not that of which they knew nothing \ 

E. This seems probable. But the Nicene Fathers say that "Very 
God " suffered. 

O. You have forgotten what you have often admitted, that after 
the union, Scripture ascribes both the lofty and the lowly (attributes) 
to one Person. And the Nicene Creed had prefixed " was incarnate, 
and made man " to " suffered." 

E. But they swd that " the Son " who was " from the Father's 
essence " suffered and was crucified. 

O. I have often said that what is Divine and what is human be- 
long alike to the one Person. Accordingly, the Fathers, intending to 
tribute both Divinity and Humanity ^ to the one Person, used the 
word ^* Christ," which takes in both : yet we still distuiguish what 
belongs to one nature from what belongs to the other : e. g. the ex- 
pressions, "from the Father's essence," "very God from very God," 
and " coessential," refer to the Godhead, do they not ? 

E. Clearly so. 

O. Similarly then, the Passion must be attributed to the humanity, 
not to the Divinity. And the anathemas at the end of the Creed in- 
volve the Divine impassibility y. 

E. They were then speaking of change. 

O. Is not Passion " change ? " If after the Incarnation He suf- 
fered. He was certfdnly " changed." Such an idea the Fathers east 
out and cut off. I will show you other Fathers who thought so. 

E. I shall be very glad to hear their doctrines. 

O. (cites sixteen writers, Ignatius, Irenseus, Hippolytus, Eusta- 
thius, Athanasius [Ep. Epict. 2, 6, 10. Serm. Major, 2, 3, 4, and 
another passage ; de Incarn. et c. Ari. 2 » de Incam. Verbi, 9, 20], 
Damasus, Ambrose, Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, Gregory Nyssen, Am- 
philochius, Flavian, Theophilus, Gelasius of Csesarea, Chrysostom, 
Severianus : then observes that) Easterns and Westerns, Northerns 
and Southerns, Greeks and Latins, agree in affirming the impassi- 
bility of the Divine nature. 

E. I admire their agreement, but I see what a broad distinction 
they draw. 

* See on S. Ath. e. Apoll. ii. 14. y He ignores the " Constantinopo- 
" But on this showing, the phrase, litan ** recension of tlie Creed, even as 

" God the Word suffered in flesh,** his party had done in 431, Mans!, iv. 
is quite as justifiable. 1376. So Cyril, adv. Nest. i. 8. See 

* &€o\oyla7~^otKopofi(a5. Lumby, Hist, of Creeds, p. 77* 
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O. Do not be surprised at that : reaction against one extreme tends 
to another. Husbandmen pull a plant into an opposite direction, 
after they see it growing crooked'. But I will quote ApolUnaris 
himself, as maintaining the impassibility of the Divine nature, and 
restricting the Passion to the body. (Reads several passages from 
the '* Compendium,'' to the effect that the Lord is not "circum- 
scribed" by His union with the body, — that what rose again was 
the body, that in the sufferings of His body His power retained its 
own impassibility, &c.) 

E. I am surprised, and ashamed to think that my opinions are 
more objectionable than his heresy. 

O. I will produce another witness from a different band of here- 
tics, Eusebius of Emesa near Lebanon. 

E. I have met with some of his writings, and found him to be an 
Arian •. 

O. He was; but while den3ring the coequality, he asserts the 
Divinity of the Son (whom he regards as inferior), to be impassible : 
«nd for tins opinion he went through many contests. (He reads 
from Eusebius of Emesa.) 

E. I admire the man's thoughts and conceptions. 
. O. Do you then imitate the bees, and suck honey of true doctrine 
amid the meadows of Scripture, and the flowers of the Fathers. 
When you find something good for making honey in such bad 
herbage as that of Apollinaris or Eusebius, make use of it, and pass 
over what is noxious. Take my friendly advice : — but if you will 
not, I shall say with Paul, '' I am clean." Acts 18. 

* Lit. *' they not only raise it up to until his death, which is dated before 
the right standard (KoySva) but even the end of 359. Jerome says he was 
bend it in the opposite direction, be- a *' person of graceful and oratorical 
yond what is straight." ability, who wrote numberless books 

• Soc. ii. 9. Soz. iii. 6. Jerome de of a sort to win popular applause, 
Vir. lUustr. 91. He refused to be which are eagerly read by would- 
the Arlan bishop of Alexandria, and be declaimers — such as his treatises 
Gregory of Cappadocia was elected in against Jews, Heathens, Novatians, 
his place. But he accepted the see of &c., and to the Galatians, and many 
Emesa, and after overcoming the sus- short homilies on the Qospels.*' Cf. 
picion of magical practices, held it Diet. Cbr. Biogr. it 358. 
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Adam, ♦« the Second," 93, 129, 218. 

** Advance in virtue," Christ not Son of 
God by, 108. 

AdelphiuSf bishop of Onuphis, 61. 

Adoption, Christ not Son uf God by, 22, 
99. 

Aetius, 30, 35. 

Agathodamon, bishop, 14. 

Agapetus, deacon, 14. 

Agathus, bishop, 14. 

Alexander of Hierapolis, ultra- Nesto- 
rian, 170, 175. 

Alexandria, Council of, 1. 

Ambrose, S., quoted, 46, 53, 73, 89, 90, 
96, 97. . 

^mmonius, bishop, 14. 

Anatolitts, bishop, 13. 

Anathematisms or Articles of Cyril, the, 
157. 

Andrew, bishop of Arsenois, 14. 

Andrew, bishop of Samosata, opposed to 
Cyril, 158, 170. 

Angels, cannot see Divine essence, 184: 
some transgressed, 36. 

Anointing of Christ, 118. 

Anomceans, the, 28, 35, 143. 

" Anomoion," the, 22. 

Antiochene school, tendency of, 150, 
165. 

Antioch, councils of, 6, 40, 113. 

Apollinarianism, 14, 16, 43, 78 : propo- 
sitions of, 84 : injurious to vital Chris- 
tianity, 81, 88, 113. 

Apollinaris, bishop, 2, 78 : origin of his 
errors, 79 : admissions by, 138, 209, 
227 : other language of, quoted, 11, 47, 
79, 87, 120. 

" Appropriation^* of human conditions 
by the Son, 137, 162, 173. 

Apthhartodoceta, the, 56. 

Arcadia, 155. 

Arians, opinions of, 19, 31 : their wor- 
ship of the Son idolatrous in orinciple, 
63, 70, 155 : because they aeem His 
Godhead merely titular, 33, 119: 
deny an animal soul to exist in Christ, 
103, 106, 119, 191 : called " Arioma- 
niacs,'' 4, 69, 71 : sections of, 35. 



Ariminum, Council of, 26, 28, 37, 38. 

Artemon, denied Christ's Divinity, 191, 

Ascension of Christ, 91. 

Association, Nestorian idea of an, 64. 

Assumption of flesh, by the Word, 56, 
181, 197. 

Asterius, Arian, 31. 

Asterius, bishop, 13. 

Athanasius, S. brave fidelity of, 17: 
theological greatness and comprehen- 
siveness of, 148: considerateness ot, 
10. 77 •• Cyril professes to follow ab- 
solutely, 173 : other vrritings ot, 
quoted, 9, 10, 12, 15, 18, 20, 22, 32, 
35, 36, 37, 41, 42, 52, 71, 77, 91, 102, 
108, 112, 113, 118, 121, 194, 196, 221. 

Attempts of heretics to go beyond what 
ia revealed, 141. 

Augustine, S., quoted, 37, 80, 96, 118. 

Auxentius, Arian bishop, 24, 23, 40, 45. 

B 

Basil, S. quoted, 10, 18, 19, 22, 37, 39, 
50, 54, 78, 81, 84, 115, 163. 

Basil of Seleucia, 198. 

Basilides, 6, 10. 

Birth of Christ, supernatural, 74. 

Blood of Christ enectual for salvation, 
108. 

Body of Christ, not coessential with 
Godhead, 46: the *<body of God," 64, 
97, 111, 135 : " of the Word," 52, 74, 
91, 137 : importance of, in regard to 
our salvation, 66 : a temple of God, 
69 : naturally mortal, 56 : not " cor- 
rupted," 104 : Apollinarians dislike 
to acknowledge, 97: so Eutychians, 
186 : indescribable glory of, 115 : 
shown as real after resurrection, 52, 
205. 

British Church, orthodox, 20. 



Caitts, Arian bishop, 45. 

Calemerus, deacon, 14. 

Captious questions put by Apollinarians^ 

as by Arians, 140. 
Celestine, Pope, on Nestorius's position, 

155. 
Chalcedon, Council of, quoted, 98, 106, 

171. 
Change, created beings subject to, 36 : 

impossible for the Word to undergo, 
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16, 52, 132, 181 :. old Arian error on 
this point, 75. 
Christ, the One, both God and Man, 98, 
108, 122, 141. 167, 171 : title of, im- 

fUes both Godhead and Manhood, 
02. 

Chrysostom, S., quoted, 181. 

** Circumscription" characteristic of a 
created being, 205. 

'* Communicatio idiomatum" 59, 200. 

Communion with Christ, real, 88. 

Condescension, the, of the Son, 169. 

*' Coirfusion" the "union" without, 96. 

Constantinople, Arian Council of, 40. 

Constantius, 29. 

Conversion of Godhead into flesh, a 
heretical idea, 16, 46, 49, 54, 86, 122. 

Council, Fifth CEcumenical, 153, 164, 
167,175: Sixth, 123, 128. 

Councils, various, of the Arians, 26, 40. 

Creature, Arians call the Son a, 18, 31. 

Creature-worship, disowned, 63. 

Curse, how Chnst " became a," 55. 

Cymatius, bishop, 3. 

dyril, S.. of Alexandria, described, 149 : 
third letter of to Nestorius, 108, 156, 
181 : " twelve articles " of, 157 : ex- 
planatory writings of, 74, 75, 108, 
158, 174 : letter of to John of Antioch, 
12, 173 : death of, 176 : other writings 
of, quoted, 9, 11, 12, 47, 50, 52, 54, 65, 
58, 63, 64, 73, 87, 88, 92, 99, 100, 
126, 137, 149, 150, 153, 155, 159, 162, 
174, 175, 176, 190, 196, 204, 210, 211, 
223. 

Cyrilf S., of Jerusalem, 207* 

D 

J)amasus, bishop of Rome, 5, 5, 23, 40, 
81, 211. 

Death, how inherited by Adam's ]^os. 
terity, and how defeated by Chnst's 
resurrection, 217 : Christ's alone aton- 
ing, 59. 

Demdphilus, Arian bishop, 28, 204. 

Dialogues of Theodoret, when and why 
composed, 177. 

Diodore, bishop of Tarsus, 161, 176, 188. 

Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, 14, 34. 

Duniysius, bishop of Rome, 33, 34. 

Dioscorus, bishop of Alexandria, sup- 
ports Eutyches, 176, 198 : denounces 
Theodoret, 178. 

** Disciplina arcani," the, 184, 207, 223. 

Division, ApoUinarians professedly 
dread, 120: mvolved in Nestorianism, 
153. 

Docetism, 54, 63, 76, 87. 

Domnus, bishop of Antioch, 178. 

Doxology, forms of the, 42. 

Dracontius, bishop, 3. 

E 

" East, the," sense of, 20. 
Ebionites, 108. 



Egypt, Christ's visit to, 76. 

'* Emmanuel,^* sense of the word, 59, 67» 
159. 

Ephesus, Council of, seventh canon of, 
7. 

Epictetus, bishop of Corinth, 45 : letter 
referred to in r^Iestorian controversy, 
170, 172. 

Epiphanius, S., quoted, 9, 11, 15, 20, 
36, 64, 78, 80, 81, 108. 109, 113, 118. 

Equivocation, employed by heretics, 11, 
81. 

'* Essence," sense of, 30, 179. 

Eucharist, the Holy, argument from to 
the Divinity of Christ's Person, 74, 
168 : to the distinctness of His Man- 
hood, 208. 

Eudexius, Arian bishop, 28. 

Eudocia, 155. 

Eusebians, trickery of, at Nicaea, 32. 

Eusehius, bishop of Cssarea, quoted, 10, 
34, 41, 205. 

Eusehius, bishop of Emesa, 227* 

Eusebius, bishop of Vercellae, 2 : state- 
ment by, 14. 

Eustathians, the, 5. 

Eutherius, 163. 

Eutyches, 176, 180, 196, 199. 

** Exhibition," ApoUinarian idea of, 84, 
101. 



Faith, operation of, 130. 

Faithful, the, to be taught how to de- 
fend the truth, 195. 

Father, the, cause of the Son, 194: foun- 
tain of the Godhead, 56. 

" Fire and iron," relation between, 
compared to that of Godhead and 
Manhood in Christ, 204. 

Flavian, bishop of Constantinople, 
council held by, 198. 

Flesh, Christ's, not uncreated, 86 : nor 
coeternal, 89 : nor heavenly in origin, 
92 : nor coessential, 96 : essential to 
our redemption, 67: Christ to be 
adored in, 64: "suffering in," as- 
cribed by Cyril to God the Word, 
169: how the Word "became," 180: 
man sometimes called, 55, 141, 190. 

^^Form of God" and "of a servant," 
89, 116. 

Free-will in man, 123. 

** From two natures," 198. 



G 



Genealogy of Christ, in the Gospels, 

26, 94,132, 200. 
Glorification, in what sense possible for 

the Son, 136. 
God, as such, could not suffer, 133 

name of, Arians misuse, 131. 
Godhead, one, in the Trinity, 22: of 

Christ, inseparable from His body 

and His soul, 67, 111, 135. 
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Gregory, S., of Nazianzus, quoted, 10, J 

11, 5*6, 57, 68, 84, 85, 90, 91, 92, 99, 

106, 106, 138. Jerome, S. quoted, 28, 78, 227. 

Gregory, S., of Nyssa, quoted, 92, 99, John, bishop of Antioch, 167, 173. 

108, 111, 126, 138, 222. Jovian, letter of, to Athanasius, 17. 

H K 

Hades, souls detained in, 104, 128 : re- Knowledge, pretence of, among Gnos- 

leased from, 139 : Christ went into by tics, 141. 

His soul. 111, 138. 

" Heavenly Man,*' how Christ is, 137. L 
'* Heavenly Mind,** true sense or, 103. 

Hebrews, Epistle to, ascribed to S. Paul, Lax quotation, specimens of, 62. 126. 

30, 61, 88, 184. Lazarus, raised up by Christ tne God- 

Herennius, deacon, 13. Man, 11, 75. 

Heresy, downward course of, 62. Leo the Great, S. quoted, 2, 12, 73, 7^9 

Hierax, presbyter, 71. 178, 180, 187, 195, 197, 199, 202, 216. 

High Priest, God the Word became our, Leontius, 79, 80, 87, 89, 106, 174, 186. 

as Man, 125, 166: Christ a, after the Likeness of the Son to the Father, not 

order of Melchisedec, 194. merely moral, 35. 

Hilary, S. quoted, 10, 18, 20, 22, 26, Logic, human, relied on by herestics, 

58, 72, 75, 98, 108, 114, 140. 81. 

Holif Spirit, the, uncreated, 9^ 16 : Di- Logomachy, to be avoided, 21, 73. 

vinity of, implied in the original Ni- Lucifer, bishop of C^diaris, 2, 3, 13, 15. 

cene Creed, 41: not operating on 

Christ ab extra, 165 : Cynl and Theo- M 

doret on procession of, 166: not a 

Son, nor begotten, 221. Macedonian heresy, the, 5. 

" Homoion,'* sense of the, 22, 35. Macrostich creed, the, 25, 108, 125. 

" Homoiousion,** the, 19. Magi, Christ adored by, 76. 

" Homoousion,** sense of the, 19, 22, 37* Man, Apollinarians loth to own Christ to 

39 : why adopted at Nicaea, 33, 96. be, 97 : and Eutychians, 190 : He 

Humanity, in entireness, fallen and re- will be for ever, 118. 

stored,' 90, 105 : why Apollinaris de- Man-worshipping, imputed by Apollin- 

nied that Christ took the whole of, arians to Cfatholics, 63, 120. 

85. Manhood, of Christ, distinct from His 

" Hypostasis,** use of the word, 7 — 10, Godhead, and so recognised by Cyril, 

15, 21, 30, 100, 175, 179. 160 :' not absorbed, 204. 

Hypostatic Union, doctrine of the, 150. Manicheism, 10, 65, 7^f S7, 101, 106, 

116, 119, 125, 141, 191. 

I Marcellianism, 9, 60. 

Marcion, 62, 101, 112, 119, 121, 126, 

Ibasj bishop of Edessa, a Nestorianiser, 132, 141. 

176. Marina, 155. 

Ignatius, S. 163, 188. Marius Mercator, 107, 154, 169, 160. 

Image of the Father, the Son called, Mark, bishop, 14. 

32. Mark, another, bishop, 14. 

Images of the Emperor, 193. Mary, the B. V., oflSce of, as to the In- 

Imitation, Apollinarian theory of, 86, carnation, 47, 50, 75 : called ** God's 

113. Mother," 87, 101, 171, 178 : Ever-Vir- 

tmpossible to God, some things, because gin, 88. 

He is all-perfect, 213. Materialising phrases, applied by Arians 

" In two natures," 198. to Catholic doctrine, 114. 

Incarnation, doctrine of the, 113, 122, Maximus, Christian philosopher, 72. 

152 . virtually denied by Kestorius, Maximus, deacon, 14. 

153. Mediator, how Christ the, 192. 
" Indian ** Christians, 25. Melchisedec, 193. 

Infirmities, human, felt by our Lord as Memory, sample of a quotation from. 

Man, 216. 91. 

** Instrumental,** Apollinarian use of. Men of all classes united in Christ. 

84. 187. 

Inward man, the soul is the, 103. Menander, 191. 

Irenaus, bishop of Tyre, a Nestorianiser, Menas, bishop, 14. 

176. Messianic sense of Psalms, 186. 

Irenaus, S. quoted, 207. Milan, church of, 40. 

Isauria, Council in, (Seleucian) 40. Mind, the human, primarily involved in 
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the Fall, 105 : really assumed by the " Perfects, two," objections as to, 79, 85, 

Word, 11, 16, 107 : without mvolving 103. 

any sinfulness, 123 : Apollinarian ob- Personality of Christ, single, 11, 43 : 

jections to this truth, 79: in men iu- Divine, '69, 85, 97, 109, 162. 

capable of renewal through mere * imi- Polemon, Apollinarian, 82, 174. 

tation,' 113. Photinus, heresy of, 10, 16, 60, 142. 

" Monorchia,'* principle of the, 57. " Pope,'* title of, 14. 

Monks, 14. '* Potentate," Manichean myth about 

Monothelite controversy, the, 128. the, 125. 

Moral union with God, 35. Procession of the Holy Spirit, 166. 

Proclus, quoted, 116, 181, 140, 181, 183, 

N 211. 

" Principle,** one, of the Godhead, 9. 

Nativity, the, real, 51 : supernatural. Prophets, relation of the Word to, 11, 

74. 47, 58, 74. 

** Natural,** how applied to Christ's Proper/te«, Divine and human in Christ, 

birth and death. 92. distinct, yet attached to His one Per- 

" Necessity,** used for the " law of sm," son, 59, 172, 226. 

127. Pulcheria, 155. 

Nestorianism, 11, 43, 153. o 

Nestorius, anathematisms of, 159 ; ser- ^ 

mons of, 68. 153. ^ *.^. ^ • i.* • n ^ ar^ 

Nicd, in Thrace, Arian creed of, 40. 113. Q««J*^*^f; ^^t exiting in God, 37. 

Nic^ Council, occasion of the, 27. ^"«'^^^^?''^'°^7°^&^^'^r^''i.^ 

Nicene Creed, the text of, 20 : inviola- ^l.^'^rt^K^h^^* ^' ^^^ '' ^'" 

ble and sufficient, 7, 13, 77: repre- « ^^^™^^ ^^ ^^5^/ ^P' u„„,«^ .« 

sents the faith of prilnitiVe sainteflS, ^"'^"1?^!!%^'^ fi^^i'nft^lS*?^/®'' 

38 : generally accented, 20 : expl Jnej sembhng, 22, 46, 85, 108, 129, 171. 

away by some, 19 : value of, 41 : Con- ^ 
stantinopolitan recension of, 5, 20, 
226 

Noetians the 118 Reconciliation, the, of God to man, 104* 

Non-ScHptural teVms, Acacian Arians ^^^T'?'nt5!fi p jL^^f^'n ^9iV 

_«i^*. 00 00 implies a Divine Redeemer, 170, 211. 

rgeci, ^^, 66. Resurrection of Christ, how a warrant 

O ofours, 110, 220. 

« ^.j ^. M. A ^. V »ir 1 . , i /l««nton, formulary of the, 171. 

*' Old City, m Antaoch, Meletius s ad- Reverence, misguided, in heretics, 76, 

herents assembled m, 5. 95 x35 192 

**One adoration," 69, 164. Rhetorius] 90. * 

One tncamette nature, of God the ^ 

Word,* explained, 174. S 

''One nature after the Union," Euty- _ , ,,. . « o n^ lOii loi 

chian phrase, 198. Sahelhantsm, 6, 9, 114, 120, 191. 

Oneness of Christ, admitted by the ^«frt/2ce, of Chnst, 63, 75, 112. 

" Easterns," 164, and by Theodoret, -yaw^*, relation of the Word to, 10, 11, 

178 199. 74 : buned m churches, 219. 

" Opel-atio^, Theandric," 200. Sardica, Council of, framed no creed, 7. 

Origen, quoted, 65, 213. ^«^«»» a^tJ^or of sin, 106, 123. 

Over-dining deprecated, 102. Samour, a, must be Divme, 70. 

Scrt^ture, clearly supports Catholic 

p faith, 18 : cited as verifying it, 218 : 

reading of, necessary, 196. 

Paphnutius, bishop, 14. «^«,*"t"^?f.' ?.^* ^^' . j «« 

" Paradoxes of the Incarnation," 53. '* Shepherd, the, quoted, 32. 

Paris, Council of, 24. ^*^<»^ Magus, 191. 

Paschal question, the, 27. Simplicity of Divme nature, 38. 

Passion of Christ, efficacious through An, not part of mans ongmal nature. 

His Divinity, 75. 105 : how introduced, 123 ; wholly ab- 

Patriarchs, the Jewish, 187. ^^^^ ^™ Chnst, 92, 109, 129. 

Paul, bishop of Emesa, 171. Sirmium, creeds of, 16, 26, 40, 119. 

Paul of Samosata, heresy of, 6, 9, 76, 'Jocra/M, quoted. 10. 

119 141. ^ » » g^j^ ^j Q^^^ Chnst the genume, 22, 

Paulinus of Antioch, 5: profession of 39; and inseparable from the Father 

faith by 15. ** *o Godhead, 71, 118; m becommg 

Pelagianilm, 127. „ M*"» continued to be God, 118. 

Perfect, Godhead and Manhood in ^cwm/»p, reality of the Divme, the ques- 

Christ, 108. tion at issue, 22, 39. 
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Soulf described as single, not double, 
105, 189, 203 : and flesh, in man, 
comparison drawn from, 161, 201: 
man sometimes called, 190 : a rational, 
ascribed to Christ in Scripture, 107, 
140 : but not as preexistent, 66. 

Sozomen, quoted, 79, 184. 

" Spirit," used for Godhead, 91. 

SuccensuSi Cyril's letters to, 161, 174. 

Suffering, predicable of God the Word 
as Man, 169, 210: impossible for Him 
as God, 53, 99, 210, 214 : ascribed by 
Arians to His " Godhead," 132. 

.Sulpicius Severus, 29. 

Symbolisnif in the Old Testament, 219. 

.Sfympathyf human, of our Lord, 132, 
141. 



Trouble, felt by Christ's soul, 89, 107. 
" Two Natures" not equivalent to 

" Two Sons," 201. 
" Two Sons" disclaimed by Theodoret, 

182. 
** Tifpes" relation of to archetypes or 

onginals, 193. 



U 



" Union" the personal, identified with 
the Incarnation, 197: indissoluble, 
111, 117, 122, 135. 

Unify, to be promoted among those who 
are really agreed in faith, 12, 

Ursacius, Arian bishop, 23, 28, 40. 



Temptation of Christ, the, 127. 

Theodore, of Mopsuestia, 150, 163, 164, 
176, 178, 186, 188. 

Theodoret, career of, 149 : attacks Cyril's 
Articles, 158: peculiar position of, 
after the Reunion, 176 : attacked b^ 

' Eutychian party, 177: professes his 
belief in the oneness of Christ, 60, 178 : 
Dialogues of, 177 : other writings of, 
quoted, 17, 60, 79, 165, 180, 182, 186, 
188, 193, 205, 211, 213, 214, 216. 

Theodosius II., 172, 176. 

Theodotus, denied Christ's Divinity, 
191. 

Theophanies, in the Old Testament, not 
manifestations of the Divine essence, 
184. 

Theophilus, quoted, 92. 

" Theophoros," sense of, 163. 

" Theotocos," the title, true sense of, 87, 
160: assailed by Nestorians, 161. 

Thomas, S. confession of, 58, 74. 

Tradition, 62, 67, 113, 115. 

Timothy, Apolluiarian, 81, 89. 

Trinity, the Holy, one Godhead in, 22, 
57: in one Godhead, 16: coessential, 
96 : perfect and undivided, 66. 



Valens, Arian bishop of Mursa, 23, 24, 

28,40. 
FalentinuSf Gnostic, 6, 62, 99, 132,141. 
Fa/en/tntitf, Apollinarian, 89. 
Valerian, Cynl's letter to, 161, 174. 
Veil, Christ's flesh a, for His Godhead, 

184. 
Vincent of Lerius, 171. 
Vitalis, 11, 81, 82. 



W 



Water and blood, from Christ's side, 
111. 

Will of Christ, His sufierings depen- 
dent on, 92, 109: in what sense 
restricted by Athanasius to His God- 
head, 128. 

Word, the, identical with the Son, 60 : 
Maker of the universe 31, 93 : became 
Man, 113. 

Worship.dne to the Son as Incarnate, 
64 : offered to Christ as to One Divine 
Person, 69, 91, 164. 



Zoilus, bishop, 14. 
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AKpa %vw<nsy 117, 204, 214. 
Ikvepw-Kos, 136, 146. 
&y0puiros KvpicucdSf 145. 
iLyrlrinros, 207. 
iLywrSffraroSj 9, 138, 197. 
&pX^rviroSj 88, 122, 207. 

apx^, 9. 

oo-iryxuTOj, 97, 167. 
it(t>poff6u7if 37. 

A. 

9iir\ovs, 98. 

UKTiffis, 64, 84, 86, 107, 122, 132, 180. 

9rifJHovpy6s, 4,7, 93. 

E. 

€78of, 118. 
iviaireipas, l23. 
4^ov<riaarr'nSf 126. 
Mpy€ia, 117, 202. 

IvMiTIS, 164. 
iyo^ffioSf 9. 
ivffapKos Trapovffla, 62. 
iyvTr6a'TaT0Sf 9. 
tbtrefieia, 12, 26. 

e. 

6€oAa7^ 10, 226. 
6€oAo7€i(r0a(, 63, 141. 
Beowoifiy, 66. 

0€ot6kos, 87, 101, 102, 178. 
e€o<t>6poSf 91, 188. 
e^cris, 46, 109. 

I. 

lUiKcaSf 163. 
i8(oiroicia'0as, 62, 100. 
t8i({T)}5, 180. 

K. 

# 

KaTaxpVO"fiicQSf 103 
Kivwffis, 66, 162. 
Kiipuyiia, 98. 
Koiv6sf 108. 

M. 

fiovapxicif 9. 
fioy6rpoiroSf 123. 
/top(^^ 104, 116. 
fivffTiipioy, 122. 
fLvtrriKdortpoVf 184. 



I'oSs, 11, 79, 189. 



N. 



O. 



oiK€ioD(r0ai, 62, 137, 173. 
oiKovoiiiiVy 173, 210. 
oUoyofAiOf 10, 86, 126, 22& 
Sfjioiov, 22. 

bfJMoifflOUf 19. 

dyo/xdCwf 6, 27. 
3pos, 121. 
ouirio, 9, 179. 

n. 

wapoiKla, 6. 

irlffTts, 7. 

irpoKOTT^f 108. 

irpSffwiroy, 117, 129, 161, 176, 180, 216, 

219.226. 
irpwT6ir\aa'Tos, 89, 94, 

:s. 

aiyKpcuris, 138. 

ir6fMfi6\oy, 216. 

trityaJ^is, 13. 

ffvydi>€iaf 79, 120, 126, 164. 

o-tJv^cToj, 37. 

cx^tikSs, 164. 



T. 



T^Acia. 85. 
rpewrds, 76, 79. 
rpowfi, 60, 76. 
rt^iros, 216. 



r. 



Sirop^ij, 30, 93, 126. 

6ir<J(rTa<r«, 7, 34, 160, 176, 179, 197. 



♦. 



(I>ayracria, 76, 87, 107, 191, 215. 
<^<J(ny, 69, 109, 123, 124, 128, 174, 175, 
193,197. » ' » ' f 

X. 

Xapa/CT^p, 41, 193. 

^''X^, 79, 111, 117, 189. 
i/'i/XtKrfs, 67. 
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GENESIS. 

ii.l7 212 

18 104 

24 88 

Hi. 19 75,104 

vi. 3 ...... 190 

viii. 21 126 

xii.3 183 

xxii. 16 218 

xlvi. 27 190 

xlix.lO 184 

EXODUS. 

Hi. 14 30 

vH. 1 192 

xii.41 33 

xxi.l7 26 

LEVITICUS. 

xiv. 51 219 

xvi. 8, 9 219 

DEUTERONOMY. 

iv.24 ..... . 133 

xvi.l6 68 

xvHi. 18,28 133 

1 SAMUEL, 

ix. 18 214 

PSALMS. 

xiv. 1 30 

xvi.lO 111,135 

xxxiv. 13 73 

xxxvi. 9 33 

xHii. 3 67 

xlvi. 7 33 

xlix.8 124 

Ixv. 2 190 

lxvHi.l9, 20 127 

Ixxxv. 8 36 

lxxxvH.3 124 

lxxxix.4 186 



ex. 1 ..:... 136 

4 86 

cxv. 4 45 



PROVERBS. 

xxi. 1 18 

xxu. 14 114 

28 25 

ISAIAH. 

ii.3 46 

vi. 1 206 

vii. 13 95 

14 51 

16 124 

viii.l 134 

xi. 1 187 

xxxii. 6 63 

xl. 28 134 

1.6 53 

liu. 3 134 

12 137 

Iv. 4 187 

Ixui. 1 ...... 129 

JEREMIAH. 

H.13 ...;.. 27 

ix. 10 30 

xvii. 5 • 75 

xxui. 18, 22 30 

LAMENTATIONS. 

Hi.28 ..... . 83 

E^EKIEL. 

xviH.4 112,190 

xxxvH. 7 224 

HOSEA. 

vHi. 7 27 

xu. 10 184 



INDEX OP TEXTS. 



235 



JOEL. 

ii. 25 ..... . 33 

28 55 

AMOS. 

vii. 12 . . . ... . 214 

MICAH. 
V.2 183 



HABAKKUK. 



ii.l5 



. • . • 



• 12,46,121 



ZECHARIAH. 

vu. 10 206 

MALACHl. 

iii. 6 ....... 52, 180 

BARUCH. 

iii. 85,37 ..... 183 

WISDOM, 
ii. 23, 24 .... 93, 105, 128 

S. MATTHEW. 

i.l ...... 97 

23 ..... . 58,67 

25 113 

iii. 17 ..... . 60 

iv. 3 128 

V.48 36 

yiu.2 64 

15 ..... . 69 

26 ..... . 64 

ix.6 ...... 93 

20 64 

X.28 ... . 103,126,139 

32 ...... 95 

xiii.25 106 

xvii. 5 • 60 

xviii. 10 184 

xxi. 27 200 

xxii. 42 ...••• 195 

xxiv. 2 68 

XXV. 31 ...••• 97 

xxvU. 19, 39, 40 .... 73,110 

50 HI 

51 65 

54 ..... . 74 

xxviiLO 219 



xxviii. 9 • • 91 

S. MARK. 

viii. 31 132 

XV. 5 72 

S. LUKE. 

1.27 51 

ii.7 ...... 51 

23 51 

25 88,203 

iii. 38 116 

X. 22 134 

xi.'27 51 

xxiii. 45 68 

46 ...... 138 

xxiv. 39, 40 . . H 19)196,205 

S. JOHN, 

i. 1 . . 70, 97> 113, 116, 199 

o ...... Ox. 

14 . . 15,55,63,75,180 

ii. 19 .... 137,164,223 

iii. 13 225 

31 ..... . 84 

iv. 6 ...... 215 

24 91,94 

V. 19 ...... 36 

27 ..... . 93 

vL32 ...... 223 

51 223 

62 225 

viii. 31, 86 .... 94,114 

40 74,192 

44 ...... 115,121 

56 218 

58 11,201 

ix.6 12,64 

X. 15 111,139 

18 135 

80 ... . 33,184,215 

82 ff ..... 195 

83 ...... 64 

85 36 

xi. 84 11 

xii. 24 185 

27 . . 107,109,203,222 

28 136 

xiii. 21 107,139 

xiv.6 111,130 

9 85,215 

20 106 

80 129 

XV. 1 184 

xvi. 14 194 

15 36 

.. f 108,128 

xvu. 4 136 

24 ...... 67 

xviii. 22 53 

xix. 30 111,138 



236 



INDEX OF TEXTS. 



XX. 17 
28 



91 

68,74 



ACTS. 



i. 11 

ii.22 

29 

81 

36 



67 
192 
223 
110 
127 



vii. 58 ..... . 67 

▼iii.86 228 

xxvi.28 ...... 117 



ROMANS. 



i,l 
3 
21 
30 

V. 11 
12 
14 
17 
20 

vi.6 
vii. 23 
vui. 3 
29 
82 

ix.2 
6 
83 

X. 9 



. 121 
60, 134, 188 
. 65 
. 62 

. 106 

. 110,124 

. 114 

. 125 

. 121 

. 133 

. 127 
66, 92, 123 

. 113,180 

. 218 
. 87 

. 58,98 

. 31 

. 125 



1. 

• • 

u. 

Ul. 
V. 

• •• 

VUI. 

xi. 

XV. 



1 CORINTHIANS. 

18 45 

23,24 .. .. _.^ 78 
8 ... 
16 • . . 
14 ... 

7 . . . 

6 ... 

7 ... 

26 . . . 

3,4 56,220 

20 ...... 180 

21 ...... 195 

23 53,220 

46 ..... . 94 

48 ...... 137 

58 ...... 110 

57 . ' 108 



58, 73, 136, 224 
113 
94 

117 
82 
83 
98 



2 CORINTHIANS. 



ii.ll . 

17 . 

iv. 11 . 

V. 17, 18 

VUI. 9 

xi. 6 



61 

113 

83 

33 

131 

60 



GALATIANS. 

i. 7 ...... 86 

18 224 

iii. 13 219 

15 55 

20 99 

iv.4 65,126 

24 . 219 



EPHESIANS. 

ii. 2 . . . . 

10 

19 

iii. 6 

iv.22 

^4 . . •->... . 

v. 2 

80 

23 

PHlLIPt^lANS. 
ii. 6 ff. • • • . 

iu. 21 



69 
112 
100 
122 
109 

90,109 
166 
102 
130 



. • • • . ' . 1 . 



65, 89, 93, 
116, 162, 188 
97 



COLOSSIANS. 

i. 15 136, 194 

16 31,136 

18 87,180,187 

iii. 9 90 



1 TIMOTHY. 

i.7 72,88 

17 ...... 183 

ii.5,6 . . . . 98.111,117. 

132,184,192 
vi.l6 ...... 222 



2 TIMOTHY. 



ii.8. 
12 
13 
14 
19 

iu.8 






TITU6. 



98, 117, 196 
. 95 
. 213 
. 46 
. 115 
. 62 



u. 13, 14 ..... 67 
iu. 10, 11 ..... 63, 73 



HEBREWS. 



i.3 
4,5 
ii.9 



30,83 
100,186 
222 



INDEX OP TEXTS. 



237 



11. 



111. 

iv, 

V. 

vi. 

• • 

vu. 

• •• 

vm. 

IX. 
X. 



Xll. 

• •• 

XUl. 



11 88,216 

14 . . . 67,126,163,216 

15 76 

16,17 51 

1 166 

15 122,142 

1, ff 167, 186 

18 213 

1 19 ff. .... 193 
3 .... 76,100,125 

19 114 

26 59,74,113 

6 186 

9 125 

20 66,130,184 

12 214 

12 219 

8 52 



S. JAMES. 



i.l7 



38 





I S. PETER. 


u.9 
22 

iii. 19 
20 

iv. 1 

V.8 


66 

130 

62 

126 

.... 12,67,98,142 
63 




2 S. PETER. 


i.4 
ii. 19 


66 

125 




1 S. JOHN. 



i. 1 90 

iii. 8 106,123 

16 116,137 

V.20 32 



ERRATUM. 



p. 64, note i, for ' Epiplianius, in 374, imitated this,* read < Epiphanius, 
in 373, imitated this.' 



SERMONS, WORKS, &c., By thb REV. E. B. PUSEY, D.D. 



PAROCHIAL SERMONS, Vol. I. WithPrefecse. 8th Thousand. 

PAROCHIAL SERMONS, Vol. II. 6th Thousand. 

PAROCHIAL SERMONS, Vol. HI. Revised Edition. 

PAROCHIAL SERMONS, Preached on Various Occasions. 

NEW VOLUME, In Preparation. 

UNIVERSITY SERMONS, Vol. I. 1843—1855. With Preface. 

UNIVERSITY SERMONS, Vol. 11. 1859—1872. With Preface. 

UNIVERSITY SERMONS, Vol. III. 1864—1879. With a 
Sermon at the opening of Keble CoUege Chapel, 1876. 

LENTEN SERMONS. 1858—1874. 

SERMONS on Repentance and Amendment of Life. Preached at 
S. Saviour's, Leeds. 1845. With Pre£Eu;e. 3rd Edition. 

The above, 6s. each. 

ADDRESSES on the Ijove of God and of Jbsus for Souls and the 
Blessedness of Intercession for Them. 5th Thousand. 3«. 6d. 

COMMENTARY on the MINOR PROPHETS, with Introduc- 
tions to the Several Books. 1 Volume. 4to. £1 lis. 6df. 

LECTURES on DANIEL THE PROPHET. 5th Ed. lOs. 6d. 

The DOCTRINE of HOLY BAPTISM. 5s. 

The DOCTRINE of the REAL PRESENCE. 1855. 7s. 6d. 

The REAL PRESENCE the DOCTRINE of the English 
Church. 2nd Edition. 1857. 6s. 

WHAT IS OF FAITH AS TO EVERLASTING PUNISH- 
MENT? Ss.6d. 

UNLAW in Judgements of the Judicial Committee and its 
Remedies. 2nd Edition. With an Appendix. 6d. 

A LETTER on the Clause " AND THE SON," in the Nicene 
Creed. 1876. 3*. 6d. 

HABITUAL CONFESSION not DISCOURAGED by the 
Resolution accepted by the Lambeth Conference. 1878. 6d. 

CORRECTION of some CRITICISMS on the 'MANUAL 
for CONFESSORS.' 1879. 6d. 

ADVICE ON HEARING CONFESSION. Revised Edition. 
With Preface. 6s. 
PREFACE separately, (in wrapper,) 2s. 6d. 

TRACT XC. On certain Passages in the XXXIX Articles. Is. 6d. 




i u ■'■•■.> J. ■ .' ■. 



--w»^ -'^ 



r t 

t \ 



Dr. PUSEY'S "DEVOTIONAL SERIES. 



5» 



AVBILLON'S GUIDE for PASSING ADVENT HOLILY. 

AVRILLON'S GUIDE for PASSING LENT HOLILY. 

AVRILLON'S YEAR of AFFECTIONS. 

NOUET'S LIFE of JESUS CHRIST in GLORY. 

S. ANSELM'S MEDITATIONS and select PRAYERS. 

The above^ 58. each. 

SURIN'S FOUNDATIONS of the SPIRITUAL LIFE. 

The SUFFERINGS of JESUS. In Two Parts, 3s. 6d. each. 

The SPIRITUAL COMBAT. 2s. 6d. 

„ „ Cheap Edition, in wrapper, 6d. 

,9 „ ,9 ,9 limp cloth, Is. 

PARADISE for the CHRISTIAN SOUIi. By HORST. 6s. 6d. 

DEVOUT COMMUNION. 1*. From " the Paradise.'' 

LITANIES in the words of Holy Scripture. 6d. 

ADVENT READINGS from the FATHERS. 28. 

LENT READINGS from the FATHERS. 3*. 6d. 

MEDITATIONS on THE GOSPELS. 4 vols. In Preparation. 



NEW AND CHEAPER ISSUE 



OF 



THE LIBRARY OP THE FATHERS 

OF THE HOLY CATHOLIC CHURCH, 
ANTERIOR TO THE DIVISION OF THE EAST AND WEST. ^^ c 



Q^ 



DEC 2 1965 



